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..t ABSTRACT *'5‘-’ . "ii
s.“ . “ . L . -

_ The purpose of . ‘the presem‘ sfudy is to assess the impacfs of
selec‘red aspac‘ts of The collegiate experience ‘on changes in
ﬁ undergraduafes‘ occupaﬂana! preferences and personal goals. ‘?he sfudy

focuses OR two generai aspects. of +the sfuden\t's parﬂcipaﬂon ‘n a four-
'year coHege or universHy environmenf fhe so%:al s?rucfure,

'“parﬂcuia&ty its narmaﬂve aspect as defined by fhe orien+a+ions of
L facuify and- sfudenfs toward fhe purposes of a college educaﬂon, and the

‘individuai sfud?f's percepﬂons of the insﬂfuﬂon's capacity for
attainment ‘of gersonal goafs. L ‘

!4\

, A deparfure from much of +he exisﬂng reéearch on col Iege -
Empacfs Is that ctosa ‘attgntion Is paid to the concomid‘an'i' Inﬂuentes of
,;‘parenféi soc'fat !zaﬂon that ari)presen-t Throughou*r the sfudenf's college

days. The research assesses The extent to which college..effecfs on

g ‘sfudenf-s' occupational orlenfaﬂcﬂs and_ preferences are mediated by

par’é‘nfal sociai izaﬂori and parenf—-chi ld re!aﬂonships maq m‘amed In

many insfances, fhrough conﬂnued contacts with parenfs during col !ege. .

AN

The presenf research foc%ses on co | legiafe impact on,
occupaﬂonat maf;;ers and, more general !y, on social lzation in
organizaﬂons. On one lével it deals with~ sHuaHonal and- Individua}
dave!opmen*ra! consﬂainfs an . #he choices. made by parﬂcipanfs in an
organ!zaﬂonal environmenf ‘—-Gn anofher Level, it explores a set of -
sccfa.llzaﬂcn processes, concenfraﬂng largety on t+he Impact of
normaﬂve contexts and irﬁerpérsanal re!aﬂons amqng an organizaﬂon's
members., Since The sfudenf u-suaHy +akes more courses in the major than

tnlany ofher fietd the academic depar#menf s an imporfan'f locus for

“the. ngrmaﬂve t_nf!uences of bofh facuH‘y and - peers. The sfudy
invesﬂgafes the jofn+ impacfs of (a) *rhe normative influences exerted
by deparﬁnenfai factu and‘ peers, (b) the perce.pﬂons hatd by s*l'uden'fs
concerning varicus sal lent aspecfs of thelr col legia*re experience, and

() fhe persisﬂng impacts of paren+a£ scctal ization during co! tege, .

despl'fp‘nftuences broug‘n+ *ro bear upon sfudenfs by parﬂclpaﬂon In the’
more immeq‘;afe campus séclai sfnucfure. '

The sfudy is a secondary analysls of both factu and sfudem‘

- data from the 1969 ACE.CarnegIe Naﬂona! Survey of Higher Educaﬂlon.

i



]Four academic deparfmenfs represenfaf!ve of The ?radi?iona! !ibera} arts
'curriouium were se!ecfad for sfudy. English mafhema+ics, history, and
poltitical soience. Mylfipte regression analyses are performed
separately by maior and sex with presf!ge of upper divis?on career
cholce as the" dependen+ variabte. o L

The findings do not tend sfrong suppor+ fo “the’ emphases on

. family impacfs in the conceptual framework. As anticipated, the single

mos+ imporfanf predicfor of career - presrige aspirafions was The presfige

;'of the occupaﬁlon o’ whtch these ‘upper division undergraduafes aspired
at en*raﬁce fo cottege as freshmen. Effecfs of cotieges (se!ec#ivtfyi

and maJor deparfmenf environmenf), perficutarly for female history

- ,majors, were striking. Faculfy seemed +o\be more influential wn+h

-lrespecf o sfudenfs' values than oareer aspirafions.‘ Grades a!so had

significanf positive effects on career presfige aspirafions. while

exfra—curricutar affa}nmenf fended To havé negafive effecfs., Career
'estrangemenf also had a nega?lve effec+ on aSpirarions. 0rien+a+ions of
- upper divisian undergraduates toward beooming an exper+ ina fteld were
posiflve!y related to- career presfige aspirafions, especial!y for women.”‘
The results 1llustrate the Importance of &ooknng a+ conceptuat ly defined';'
organtzafiena! sub unifs when sfudylng col!ege impacfs on career '

aspiraf;ons. o

‘.-%1*; i
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. Research Center, provided helpfu! counsel about the piffai !s of doing -

seeondary ana!yses of !arge, natlonal surveys. L : o

-
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KN
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e 4 ,-';CHAPTER; L

AN N’PRGACH T0 THE STUDY OF UNDERGRADUATE CAREER DEVELOPMENT

~ The purpose of fhis sfudy Is to’ assess 'rhe xmpaci‘s of seiec‘red

.‘aspecfs of the col iegiafe experience on changes in undergraduafes'.

oct:upaﬂena! preferences and . personal goats. St is conceived In the

_ fradition of Newccmb's (1943, Newcomb, et al., 1967) Bennsngfon CcHege
L \ sfud%es, fhe Cor'neH Vatues Sfudy (Rosenberg, 1957; Goldsen, et al et al., -
> 2 : N 1960), the coi iege sfudenf surveys conducfed by +he American Council on ,
o | ‘Educaﬂon (Asﬂn and Panos, 19693, and the. Naﬂonai Opinion Research\ N
Cenfer surveys (Davis, 1965 Spaefh and Greeley, 1970) |

‘ : i fociis on "hro genera! aspecfs of: The undergraduafe s+uden+‘s
i SR ;"_.' ".parﬂcipaﬂon in a fcur«year college or univarsify enviranmen'r - fhe.v >
' o social sfrucfure, parhcuiar!y its normafwe aspecf, as deﬁned by the
.orlenfaﬂons of faculty and students faward fhe purposes of "a co! lege )
‘educaﬂon- and the Individuat student!s. pemepﬂons of the Insﬂfuf:en's
o capacH'y for faciltfaﬂng the af'fainmenf of personalrgoa}s. The- fatter -
- aspec+ of the college ex,perience Is reflected Inzsuch Thsngs as
f " saﬂsfacﬂon with coHege, fhe Indlvdua!'s sénse of socfa! infegraﬂon | N
P into the campus environmanf, ,and assessmenfs of the e:d‘enf +o- whfch :
N axperlences thin a parﬂcujar col lege have confribu+ed to the
. atfainmenf of deslred personal ends (e Qe cccupaﬂonal fraining and
__personaf growh) i ' ‘ ’

e A depam‘ure from much of the exssﬂng research on col jege impacf
‘is that | also pay ciose af‘rem‘ton to the concomi'ranf influences of
L pareni‘al social izaﬂon that are presen‘r +hroughou‘r the student's col lede

- ;-Ar-.~;—;—~days.‘ 1 ccnsider spec%ﬂc ‘aspects of parenfai ‘sociallzation processes,"
B 'nofabry those. reflecfed in médes of parent- cth relaﬂonships and
R famHy iife sfyle that contribute to acluHL developmenf. An important
-alm of “the research. s, to. inves*l-g.%_p the extent to which col tege‘ .
effec:'rs on sfudenfs' occupaﬂonal orlenfaﬂons end preferences
‘mediated by parenf—child retaﬂonships main‘rafned in many ins?ances,"
:fhrough conﬂnﬁed contacts wH'h parents during ‘rhe student's col tege,l

years.« , _

n.'{}.‘, ! t
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The study is anended fq.confribufe to research foq&sing on.

¥ffh ‘ ) . collegiafe impacf on occupa*lena! maffers and, ‘more. genara!Jy, on;

‘sociaiizafton in organszafions. On one level,,l am deailng with

t e

s!tuafxonai and individual deveiamnenfat consfrainfs on fhe che!ces ‘made °

by parficipanfs ip an organszaf:anal enviranmanf On anether leve! 1

¢ =
: am exp%ering a sef of socializafion processas, eoncenfraf?ng largely on"
the the impacf of narmafive contexts and’ inferpersana! reiafaons among

S an orgamzaﬂon's Tﬁambersj 2| inveshgafe The Jo!nf impacts of (a) the

normative influentas exerfad by faculty and peers, (b). fha percepfions
held by s*udenfs concernxng various salienf aspects of fhe!r collegiafe

L expsraence, and (c) the persisfing impacfs of parenfa! socializadion_

‘ dur!ng co!lege desp!fe influences broughf to bear upon sfudenfs byf

parficspafion in *hs more immaéwafe campus soclal sfruc#ure

q

: ﬁ\;ﬂﬁ“ B af#ampf to add furfher spacif!caf!on to the genara! research

-

re!afionships as well as family’ educafionaL‘and occupafiona!

X oy o

- sec!a!izafion processes in coltege, thereby con?ribuftng 'fo the

assass some | lnferpaiipnat aspects of coilegiafe socxal sfrucfure,

*hereby confribuf?ng informaf?on that mighﬁ-be used in. the developmen+

, , findlngs abouf educaf;onal nmpacfs suggesfing‘fhaf famsly background «
f.‘###;actors tend +o be more potent predicfors of" impac+ fhan arse mos#l
aspacfs of +he educational ‘setting by assessing effects of parent- -&hiid -

characferisf!cs. 2 hope to. provfde addifional Insighfs .about

, alabara*sen and exfenslon af existing soc:a!szaf#on fheory,~parficularly. -
as It retafes to! occupafional development .of cot!ege sfudenfs‘ I also.

of highaf educafion po!icy oriented +oward *ha "humaniza*ion" o%V.

!aarning anv;ranmanfs In college. . o o o

. Figu:F i contains a diagram cf fhe general concapfuaJ scheme for.,

~the présent research. Thks framework grows out of research on: .

s~?w—*~{~e¥w“a“non§h+ar£ee+fve'uﬁa gradua+evsoc§al§zaficn_+hat«ﬂ have been work{ng on

for the past. few years~tweidman{ 1974a, 1974b, 1978, 1979; We idman andv‘

Krus, 1978; and Krus, et at., 1975), as well ‘as research on similar
experiences Thaf Individuals Rave In other organizaf!onal envIronmenTs
which have been idenf:fied as . tmporfanf contributors to. fhe occupafional
| choice,process (BIau, et al., 1956 Osipow, 1973) ‘
Occupafional Sociatizaflon ;




FIGURE I -

. . A CONCEPTUAL FRAHEQQRK FOR.THE STUDY OF UNDERGRADUATE.OCCUPATIONAL SOCIALIZATION.
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. - Qccupa¢Pnna! Orieatafions and Preferences
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‘:Ju‘}'f R Dursng cczlege. mosf undergraduafes seek informafion abouf
e varions kinds oi eccupé*;oas and fry *o qefermanskno+ only Their own
-;.sui#ahjiify for pafficuiar careers but. also the reactions of ofhers to .
ﬂf 'ff.: 'cerfain occupafionaf achvifies and oufocmes. 1 add:fion to provxding:- {/
- ‘ ¢(‘The-eGUCaf$onaE credenfiats necessary for access fo upper whi te doltar, -
"prcfessfonal and . managerial occupbtfons, The Tradifsona{ ‘¢ollege
.‘jeducafion has é!so provided experiences and resources for the sfudenf to

'Q." q§veiop more generat;zed orienfafions Toward work ~and feisure
.y activitles, "In fact, Beardslee 'and 0'Dowd-(1962¢ 606-607) assert that.
Y B ‘“sfudenfs percelve occupafiggﬁ‘%argely in ferms.gf their imp!icafionSx'

"fcr a8 sfy!e of tife and qgﬁggge in The communxty s+a?us sysfem "

@ ’

'}, - This’ framework focuses.on change bef&een fhe freshman and upper
division (l.e.,. junior aad sen;cr) years In sfudanfs' occupaf!ona!
',ucriantafxons and preferences. To marniatn cantinu!fy wifh previous
gresearch parf:cu!arty the. Curneii Vatués Sfudy (Rasenberg, 1957 147,
- fha §fédy examines studants® or!enfaflons foward exfrinslc rewards.
‘ | -(becnm&ng an aufhorify in a speciat fieid, and becoming weli-off
: 173 S -financlaity) and inferpersonai reiafionships (helplhg chers).

ia

. :{ R '{1 1% should be noféd that fhere is: an imporfanf tnferdependence '
. a :befween GCCupationaf cholces and vaiues because, accord ng to. Rosenberg\
T _j(t957 24) Min .addition Tc people choosang an cccup idn in order to

_dhgﬂﬁwgu.', safisfy a value, dhey ﬁ%&.choose a value becau§eé¥hey consider IT
ffp%fl}‘ g amntmr ate for +he occ&?af?anai .status they gﬁpe‘F to fiiiw?gé;he

e ”“'future.ﬂ, Mer*on (1958' 438-439) catls +his latter process "anticipatory

o ‘\,sochatizafion. | Hence, it isfessenfia} that changggtﬁuring~coltege in-

‘-fhe configﬁfaf dhs of relafionshrps befween occupafﬁona! preferences and
orrenfafions be invesf?ga+ed. '

e i o et e ein g o g e e b oo i

. A IR c Of coursa, such af?ribufes of sfuden?s as sex and race bofh e
" | ,shape their crienfaf!cns prior fo cg!iege.and affecf 1he suscep?ibilify o
yfTof students fo +he soc:aiizing inftuances of caliege.. Fcr instance, men
| may be more likely fhan women to deveiop {ife-fime career or igntations
n cotlege, especla!ly since women can attain Through marr!age the' same. ;
v’},sorfs of. financ%g: Securify or communify s+a+us af+ained by men +hrough
"Yf’occupaftonal Egrflcipafipn. Spady (1970 72) expla?ns this phenomenon




in the feifcwing way. » o

| R Is fairi ctear, for example,. despife The recen+ upsurge of
.+ feminist rhetoric,- that men. face the necessify of establishing. a
a “position in the occupafional sfrucfure-on which their tu*ure~income;
o ¢{and status will depend. For womer,  on the other hand, The decision
' 'fo.pursue.a career',is‘less.offen dictated by socxa§ or econdmic
_.necess!fy. As a resﬁ%f, ‘women are both freer to deal with college as
an infrins:ca!!y rewarding experience and face less pressure fo
' fIntsh | | ) |
lf seems fhaf 3acreasing¥y, womgp in cei;ege are preparing tor
confinuous careers foiiowxng gradua?ion, in?er upfed enfy for:brief
periods. (if af ait) for chiid-rearing or other famin responszbit 1f;es -
None*heless, value erienfaf:ons of women sfit! tend to tean more foward '
.tnferpersonaf relaficnships and iess foward exfrinsic rewards Tﬁan *hose‘
cf men, mainty because of the s{ow movemeni Towerd rncreassng access for
“wemen +o buslness and professienat posificns. Husb§~ds (31972: 263)
describes such ‘sex differences aﬁ&ng coltege students very succlncfiy
“Men tend fo rank-career and vocaf:enai exigenc:es first among ‘reasons

'for affendtng college, white wcmen indxcafe fhey are af*rac*ed +o
in&et!ecfuai pursuxfs and 2 liberal educaf:on " ‘ '

}, . ‘ig" Ferhaps even more fhan their white ceunferparfs of both sexes,-
' and despife dsscriminefion and uncerfain career progresslon,. col lege- -
educa%ed bracks have fended fo bé highty orieniﬁd foward belng?‘

o

S ,tgsuccessfui and af?aining high sfafus careers (Crain and Heisman, 1972).

~ Parentat Sac%atizafion « - S o Q'

._' Exp!icif tn fhis framework is the' recognl#son Tha* the co!lege A
campus does not, -for most . undergraduafes,‘consfifufe a +ofaltmh
'encapsu!afed enwironmenf Parental . influences are Imporfanf i
defermining The career preferences and orienfafions that s#udenfs bging

HMWWQMMLuﬁliwifh them at cetfege enfrance.; Furfhermere, since The effecfs of’xxké‘
'Nfggren?a! socia!izafion are also very tikely to. persist during the course
 of The sfudenf's college- yeers, parenfa! pressures mey serve to mediafe
-any impacfs of co!lege experiences. Consequenfly, a. maJor fhrusf o}
. this study's inveﬁf!gafion of undergraduaie career developmen* is ifs
'assessmenf of the Emporfance Qf parent- child relaffonships In

.’. defermlnlng fhe suscepfibilffy of sfudenfs 10 the soclallzfng tnfluences_

-

B S . L
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'-ef'fhe campus environment. " One reseér h question for this paFf ef'#he\T\E\J.-
",' _ secla!izafien and iife sfyies reta+ed to The pers:sfence ‘and change of
f;‘7;,ﬂe‘ e undergreduafes' career orienfe+xeas and preferences? Anefher is’, how do -
. ' ' aSpecfs of" +he ce!leglafe expertence and parenfa! secializafion In?eracf_
with one anefher in snf!uencing the: s?udenf‘s career, deve!opmenf during,

t . S R 2
s : . .

o eo!fege? o e N

-~ in sfudies of career deveiopmenf paren*al Influences have been‘~
'cenfinuousiy fdenfif%ed as tmperfanf confribuf:ng factors (Borow, 1966)
Seciotoglcat research censssfen+ly shows fhaf oecupafiona! affalnmen? is
' reiafed to such measures of parenfa! soclat sfa+us as occupefiona!
‘ presfige and educational affainmenf {Blau and Duncan, !967 Haller and
" Portes, 1973; Atexander and Eckland, 19?5). - Other sfudies ind:ca*e that |
'-“occupafienat vafues cencerning aufonemy in work and the undesrrabiii+y
.. of close superv:sion in work are assoclated w!fh a m:dd!e ‘social class
s, and fhaf
these vaiues are +ransmt+fed by perenfs To Their pffspring (K hn. 1963 |
t976, 1977 Wright end Wright, 1976) ~The phenemenen of . "occupafional..
inherifance" (i e., the prepensify of children o choese parenfal»

pesi%ien as meesured by educational and occupafional sfa

| eccupafions) has al so been ‘Shown, censisfenfﬂy in sfudies of occupa+sona!’
choice among cellege students (Wer*rs, 1966, 1957a, 1957m

~

Hewever, a sher?cemtng of These sfudies wifh respec+ to fhesr‘

assessment of. seciallzaf!en processes is that nene deal with aspects of .
parenf—ch?td retafionshsps that mighf 'be retafed to fhe *ransmissien of
S C paren%al inffuences. tndeed fhere s suff;cienf evidence’ suggesting -
 “‘{? sfreng essecrafsons befween fami!y social class and parenfa!
X soctalfzafien pracfices ds reftecfed in parenf—child retefienships and

sf- , fami!:al life style Yo justify an empiricel test of fhe relafive-‘.

Al

s:i'qdy may be phrased as-foliows: How are” specific aspecfs of parem‘al f,

,mf_m“_,e__“mccnfr}hufien of global aspects of soclial status vs. more. specific .

IR . aSpeeTs ef parenfe: influence In’ assesslng +he career develepmenf of
PR coHege students (Kerckhoff, 1972; Kehn, 1963; Pearlin, 1971; Schooler,
R 1972) Only. Mer?Imer (1974, 1975) has provided evidence suggesfing that -

" the nafure of parent~child relafionshsps (perce»ved “cteseness") has

1;marked consequences fer eccupafienalfy relefed deeisions of college '

.

S sfudenfs. o | T




e,

TA

. The. presenf research goes beyond fhe foregoing ana!yses of

paren*aL mfiuences by focusmg on. more specif{c aspecfs of processes' |
feading to ‘l‘he fransmission of. or!enfaﬂons hy paren‘rs to their

. effspring, etong wifh the more convenhonalfy used measures of parenfat

sfai‘us charac‘ferisﬂcs (e. G educaﬂon, income, and occupahonal

preshge) Two dsmensions of. parenfa! frsatgnenf fha’r have been L
Ment!ﬂed as parﬂculariy impor#anf for ado!escenf sociai izaﬂon are
parenfai 5upporf and parem‘al confro!, par’rncu!ar!y pressures for

achtevemen*r ‘{Severeux, et al. ‘i § 1962 Thomas; e-r al., 1974). These two

dimensions, along with parenfal er sfyie eharacfersshcs, are of
pr!m%ﬂ‘ ¢Oncern In fhe p‘resen'i' research AP . w“;
o . PR ' e
| CoHeg iafe Experience Normaﬂve Confex*rs S R RS

' who seek fo mf!uence him (Clausen, 1968 3y Socxa!izaﬂen, in fhis..'.

E be se*rﬁngs where various sorts of generai ly goal-orieni‘ed acﬂviﬂes."

‘courses of acﬂon. _

The remaining aspecf of the concepfua! scheme for'fhe sfudy is o

the sfudenf's co!legiafe experience.; For the’ momen'l“, consider +he

4 organizaf:onal environmen+ of. co!lege independenﬂy of parenfal-
soeiat&zaﬂon. Sooiatizaﬂon in college may be fhoughf of as a process -

thaf ventails a cenﬂnuing fn‘feract:on between +he individuai anﬁ those

sénse, Ndoes Impfy Thqf \‘he lndivsduaf is induced in some measure to

conform wii!xngty to the ways of The parﬂcuiar groups 1o which he
bétongs (Clausen, 1968: 4) n Undergradua'fe socializatton can thus be;'

viewed as- a process fha‘l‘ d*esuh‘s from the sfudenf's qnferachen in
norma;ﬂve contexts th ofhe?‘ members of the col Bege communHy.‘ For |

purpeses of fhe presenh dlscusslon, normative confexfs are considered to

take place among groups of sndivldua!s.. Norms represent. general ized

concepﬂons of whef consﬂfufes approprlafe behavior when a person s

confronted wrfh cerfain sHuaHons or musf choose emong a!fernahve

-

This porﬂon of the: concep+ual framework draws heava from the
semfna! sfruefura!-fencﬂene! analysis of Mer:can universiﬂes by -

Parsons and Platt (1973). Speciﬂca!ly, | am inferesfed in two aspecfs
of their. ergumen# as 1t relates to undergraduafe socia! ization. One has,

'fo do ‘th whaf fhey Term fhe "moral am‘horlfy of Ins’ﬂfuﬂons (Parsons
. \‘ o o, . .

- .
. ‘, . ‘ i : . . ) .
. o - : o '
e - ' ' < - .
. B ) . ) . oo - . .
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.and Pta%f bQ?S 167) L ~This refers *o +he normafsve der of- the
cot&ege or universify as E) pq*enf agent of sociai!zafion.QNﬁhe-sécond
has to do with inferpersanai re!afionships amcng various members of

academic’seffsngs.' These inferpersena! affachmenfgtmake an imporfanf
confrlbu?lon o ?he members' sceia! Enfegraffon wifh:n The co!tege,'

7 (Parsons and Pka+f 19?3' 167)

_ Furfhermore, inferpersén;! relafionships confr}bufing To fhe

sociaf infegrafson of studenfs into the acadanic sysfem are relvfed foﬂ'

fhe aftaimnenf of net iy insfifu?iona! goa!s, but- aisa the. personatl

- o goa!s of indivsduai sfud%nfs {Tinfo, 1975) . Sociat relationships. among;_

fé . "‘ members of narmaftve cbnfexfs confribufe to the fransmsssion of -

N ,f‘.-[ 'normafive influences §ince, according fo Moore. (19693 869)., ‘"normafive"“

L ﬁnfernalnzafion takes: Slace only in stfuations marked by sfrong o

affacfivify §n relainnships, and some parf of +he affecf mus? be~;
posifive. o : .j.} v . ' - s \7[

Puf tn a somewhaf diffarenf way, the feregoing suggesfs fgp
genera! quesfions fhaf deai wifh fhe soc:alizfng effecfs of an"

-

!ndividuat's par#ic&paf?on as a afudenf in the orgadﬁqafional .

o environmenf of a college_nt_nnjzﬁ_gLix*, One perfains ta soclaf “if::
T Enfenacf!on, What are fhe inferpersana! processes fhrcugh whiéh peop%eb—f——+4-—
' . are soctaf?zed? cThe other perfains to organ!zafionat sfrucfure. What -

are the normaf%ve charétferisfics of fhe Qrgan:zafton that exerf ~
AN ”'séciafizing Jnfluenses on members (Nheeler, 1966 54)7 - At college, fhe |
,// ‘7 , reiaf:enshfp befween infsrpersonai -and crganfzafsonai varlabies caﬁ bear
U‘*explained as fo!10w5~ Jusf as sfudenfs differ in Their pa#ferns of
tnferacficn wtfh others,'celfeges d$ffer in fheir sfrucfuring,' _j::
infentionally or not, of both normative, contexts such as classrooms and

*student residences and of opgnrfunlfies for‘social inferacfion among  .\‘
:*“_f~-*—~~~s*udenfs aﬂd co%!ege sfaff.- ~Hence, - in. sfudying cpilege student -~ -

BT  ”50ciaSlzaTson it is imporfanf to expiore fhe Impac*s of normafiVe‘ ‘
con+exfs as well as. fhe ways in, which inferpersona! reiafionshlps among.
members ‘serve to ei*her ‘Felnforce or counferacf “the normafive inffuences

exerted wifhin various specific confexfs (Lacy, 1978, Neidman, 1978)

o ;< - By enro}:ing ina cotiege and affending ctasses, a sfudenf is
. exposed fo various socializing inf!uences, especlaiiy fhose exerfed by -

e R SERTY e
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faculty and peers (Feldman and Newcomb, 1969: 236, 237, 251) AL
\parﬂcularty Emporf‘f Secus of factu and sfudenf inﬂuence os the
) :aéademie deparfmenf tn a sfudy of’ Mschigan Sfafe UniversHy sfuden’rs.
Lehmann and Dresse! (1952 221-223) found that seniers rafed major f:eld
‘.'ccmrses and insfrucfers (along wH“h clese friends) as havgng the mos

,_"‘significanf Enﬂuences on their aHHudes and vatues durmg coHege.' o

| '-"Mere recent sfud?es (Hearn, 1978; Weidman-, 1979) have ‘also shdwn the  : .

| significance of %he maJQr deparfmenf as a, !ocus for inf!uences on fhe'..
career: erienfahens of undergraduafes. | T
- ’ [

‘ot Praeﬂcalty a}l pesf freshmen s*udenfs have seme a#fii saﬂqnﬂ

¥ ﬂ"rh an academlic deparmenf since it tends 1o be the unit +hrough whigh. '

o {iegree reqmremenfs are formulated and c:erﬂficaﬂon of +heir successfui |
| cqu!eﬂe-n Is made. Vreeland and Bxdwe!! (1966: 238) describe the.

Heearfmenf as - fol to&s- “The deparfmenf .v. is the pranczpal werkp!ace of
_._'rhe coHege, has relatively wel !-deﬂned geats and, expecfaﬂens for

sfudenfs,- and ccmmands pewerfu! nermaﬂve and ut i Harian sanchens." o

‘These adthors argue ‘that the secializing impacts of, fhe depar*rmerrlr are ',

'..'defermined by the expressedxgoals ef the facuify for undergraduafe-
. ‘educaﬂon which, in furn, de'rermine fac:tu behavaer and expecfahens -
‘ for sfudenfs., They idenhfy three areas ‘o% facuity emphasi§ or goa}s‘
:fer dndergraduafe educaﬂen. providing_ a broad; Hbera! educaﬂen,?
provtdtng eccupaﬂenai 'rrainfng . and mxxed geals,v where both are'
'emphasized. S ¢ S o

The academic depar’f'mem“ can be a powerfu! source ef nermaﬂve_'*’
v‘v‘inﬂuences on sfudenf majors, in Iaarge part: because of fhe factu's-
| ability to dlf!erenﬂal ly rewarg s+uden+s for fheir perfermance int

‘.ceurses, both 'fhreugh fhe—esslgnmen# of grades and fhe encouragemenf of

social inferacﬂen (Parsons and P!aﬂ', 1973: .179). The evaluaﬂen of -

'%'sfudenfs* performances in class~ re!ated acﬂviﬂes as well ‘a5 other

- vsefﬂngs may alse Enfluence fhe career plans of undergraduafes. .

"‘tn‘teresﬂy, however, In dé‘ferminmg the kinds of jobs at‘l‘ualiy held ‘by a
- targe- Naﬂona¥ Opinion Research Cen'fer samp!e of. coi Iege gradruafes.__
"ptans are a mere ”’imporfan? independem‘ Inf)uenc:e than grades (Spaefh'
eend Greeiey, 1970: 171-172).% g: |

‘The emphasfs on norms and.soclal ratienehips in f_h.e“‘academfc



g ,r\; ;"'ﬁeparfmenf is pursued fer severa! reasons. r:é@f , primary'social -
. "re!afienships have aiready been dascussed as confribufrng to. the soca!.
infegrefion of and censequenffy, to the pefenf:at normef:ve pressure .
PR exerted on members. by groups. Second as- Shibufeni (1955: 568) asserfs, -
. t ;""“socsalizafson i§~e product of .2 gradiat accumu!af:on of exper:encee.;
R 3wifh cerfain peep!e, parf:cu{arly fhose with whom we sfend in pfnmary
. retafscnships." Finatty, both sfudén%s and faculfy tend to feel fhaf
' %he mosf enduring academic smpacfs of cofiege affendance;resulf from
g ‘social inferecfzon befween faculty and students ou*side of Yhe fermal
‘ ' ¢Q“f ¥“classroom seffing (Witson, et al., }9?5).' in sum,.fhe assumpffan
i'~ '”ff~A;junde2f¥ing This parf of. The sfudy is that ‘the cenfral mechanism of
e sociatizaf?on Transmiffing nermaf:ve influences is primary soc:a!
: retafionshcps wifh deparfmenfai faeu!?y ‘and peers. with respecf to
-‘linf!uences on sfudenfs' career orienfe*iens wifhin +he deparfmenf major‘f
g . foefd peers. appearefo be tess imporfanf ?han meJor field facuhty
.-,(Pheran, 1976; Weldman, 19743, 1979). % “*U | |

ite

/lf must be remembered that the department Is parf of a !erger.’
organ;zafion, the college’ or - unsversi?y‘ S?uden?s are members of the .
entire organization, ne+ Jusf of. +he 3epar?men?. Censequenfiy, There

. ‘fmay be seme sacia!izlng effects of xnferacfton In non~- deparfmenfal
| seffings ‘within the coffege,fhaf add an incremenf to or éven cancel ouf -

- the deparfmenf's influences. An :mporfanf dimension here is the formet
f'Aex?racurr!cular sfrUefure'of the coilege. Presumabiy, %hose sfudenfs :

| who participate acf:vefy in. exfracurr}cutar acfivifies may be-more.
-  I§kety +hen their non-parficfpanf counferparfs %0 iook +o peers rather

‘ef_, -.--‘fhan facuify as normafive referenfs. .

Gn anefher iave!, the generaf charac?er!sfSCS of fhe co!iege;‘
"”: ifself are’ aisc Imporfanf S*udenf setecfion is of considerable

<«

7}. ‘iike%y to sfress 2 broad {lberal educafion than occupafionat fraining

‘ inferesf%ngfy, coliege selecf:vffy has been shownefo be positively

o f-'AJA'-'retafed to the enhancemenf of sfudenfs' sclenttfic orienfafions (Skager,;

' et al., 1966, but negatively reiafed to increasing students'
preferences for seeking educaf?oqally high leve! careers (Reifz, 1975).

ther s?udles (Sassis.,r 19773 Drew and Astin, 1972) find posi*lve effecfs;
| .

#

. . . . ) . . . e .
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rﬁnferes?, since deparfments in highly se effive insfifufions‘may bemore -



;;In Thse ﬂ%mwwork znvolves his or Ner~ subJecfive essessmenT of that e

RECHAI

fOe!tngefe Exper:ence Subjecfive Assessmenfs a '75‘ S

ef seiecfivify en espirafions and self evaiuaflons, and Solmon and 1‘
‘Wachtel C%Q?S) find insfifufsenai qualify to be pos:five!y asseciafed
with pesf—coiiege career income. '

r

The ofher\aspecf of The sfudénf's cof!egiafe expersence Inc!uded

experience.- As. ene ersf:c ef %he sfrucfure! funcfiena! fnferprefaf:on

"¢0f~sociatizefien has argued (Wrong, 1961), sociatizaf on 3nvotves bofh

fhe +ransmxssxen of norms and the xndividua! processes resulfing in the ,'

. devetepmenf ef unique persenat erienfefions to secia! cenfexfs., Nof

| surprisingiy, #here is a considerebie lT*era#ure deaiing wtfh fhe

’.[retafed phenomena of "person—envsrenmenf inferacfion" at ce!!ege (S?ern,
'.__1970 Natsh, 19?3, Moos,’ 1979) . The gener‘al research quesﬂon for this

part of the sfudy is~'How do ?he indivsduaf’s percepf{ens of

-;5parftcipa+§on in varieus segmen*s of the co%iegiafe env!ronmenf affect

fhefsocsafizafioﬁ*ﬁ@tenfxa! .of the co!lege? Put tn a semewhaf different

'A_way, ! am concerned wifh assessing whefher or not sfuden+ feverabilify

«

toward varieus aspecfs ef the cd\iegia*e exper!ence ‘enhances, fhe

) cei!ege s smpac* on changes in occupafionat orienfafions and

preferences.

A\

Severet d;mensfons of. sfudenfs' percépf&ons of Their coiieges

:*are of concern here. One is sfudenf safisfacftén with co!lege. While
: Feldman. and Newcomb (1969 94~ 95) cited four. sfudies of s#udenf
",[ sefisfacf}on with col!ege In fheir exfensfve !iferafure.ﬁeview, none
.”ﬂwere from formafly. pubfished sources. n genera! The findings frem
" these studies suggesfed some variebilify in sfudenf safisfacfien at
differenf poinfs.durigg co!lege, with The lowest levels. being reporfed @‘f‘
'*f“by sephomeree (60% saffsfsed) and: the highesf {eveis being reperfee b;
seniors (more than- 80% safisfied) Several problems are: leff

unaédressee by fhese few sfudies. One. problem Is that +hese sfudiesée!l
reperf ssmpte frequencies or mean respenses fo items wnfhouf a#fempfing
Te shew in which areas ef undergraduafe Tife sfudenfs are relafively

B more or less safisfied A second pFobiem Is the I!mifaiion of fhe

‘measures of safisfacfton used, since mesf are based on vaguety phresed
.‘e. ‘ ) ' » ’ ) ) . “
14 o
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- Minnesota by Berd:e, et al. (1970) .« -These au-rhors found fhar "rhe

. from +he foregoing discussion is fha*r presumably, -rhe more satisfied a

-¥

o queshons m'h onty Very generaf referem‘s.

-

i
C -

| Seme thf is shed on fhe problem of sfuden-r saﬂsfacﬂon th
coHege in an anaiyﬂcal study* done usmg sfuden-rs at the University of

exrenf‘%’c which a sfudenf is sa‘hsf:ed th coHege depends in part on

his own’ his’rory and perscnai ity, In parf on fhe fac:HHy with yhich he

obfains his academrc: objecﬂ)fes, angi in par-r on the experiences,_
resources, and serVices wh*kh fhe .Umverscfy makes a\rax!abfe 'ro him

e (Barcﬂe, é:l‘ at., tQ?O 265-266) "

For the, purposes ‘of the. presen-r sfudy, one ?nference ro be drawn

student is with hxs or her coHegiafe experience, the more- suscepﬂb!e

fhaf s?udenf is 1‘0 fhe sociat izing - nﬂuence of ‘rhe c:ampus. The presenf
research. aﬁempfs to spec:fy +he ways in which. student saﬂsfac?:on is .

more or less important in affem‘mg change E sfuderﬂ's' carger choices, o

‘and Yo shaw how such’ subjecﬂve assessmenfs af col tege hfexfdiate _-rhe
!mpacfs ‘-”f CamPUS nor‘maﬂve confex‘*fs. : B | o

Anofher imporfam‘ subjecﬂve dimension of fhe sfuden*r's

coHegtafe experfeﬁce suggesfed by “the Berdvie, et al. srudy Is his or .

her assessmenf of the exfenf 1o which the college has efacsi Hafed
affainmen'f of speciﬂc outcomes that are deemed important by the student
(e g., generaf educaﬂon, eccupaﬂona! skil is, marriage preparaﬂen,

: he!p in formutaﬂng valués). am especia!ty in‘reresfed in the

sfudeni‘*s assesssmerfrtr of fhe effecﬂveness of the co! kege as a vehtcie
wfor aﬁain ng personai goals, WhHe There have been many studigs of
sfudenf 5! rank!ng of the - imporfance of gcats (Feldman and Newcomb, 1969
RELIVPFE virfuat Iy tione have attempted to enalyze fhe retaﬂonships among
'sfudenfs' percepfiens of h%ving attained desired goats and ofher col!ege‘

(weidmannand Krus, 1978) which suggesfs that among female education .

majors at the University of Minnesota, attainment of desired general

. fj. education goals was posiﬂve!y related to having a faverab!e image of
'. fhe CoHege of Educaﬁon‘ ‘“the organtzaﬁonal home of fheir major

depar'hnenfs. Among men in this s-fudy, favorabie images of the CcHege
of Educaﬂon uere refa'red fo their . beHef fhaf They had obfained

A L e
..1

~

Oufcczmes. I ﬂ”s sfudy, ! a'H'emp‘r 40.expand my own work in this area

‘,



"'ftcccupaflonal skrlls, lqgependenf of whé%her such skllls were hlghly

l'.. * ‘f.
R

gdes;rable. .These" flnﬁlngs again suggesrxfhal favorable imagee of

'Confrlbuflcn to ?hé affasnmenf ef personal goals.;

college, and hence the tnstitution's’ soclallzaflon potential, are ‘
enhanceﬁ by sfwﬁenfs‘ subjecf:ve‘g sessmen?s cf the. collegels '

B
The sfudenf's percelved "f;f" or. sub;ecfive assessmen+ of his ‘or

her degree of scclal lnfegraflon lnfb the l:fe of the lnsflfuflon is

" another dlmansnon of cencern in the ﬁyesen* research Tlnfc (1975 107)‘

descrlbes soclal lnfegraflon ln+o cempus life as fcllcws'f

B LY

.ﬂ... soclal lnfegraflon occurs primarily fhrough lnformal peer grcup
. . associations, semi-formal extracurricular activifies, and interaction
- 'with faculty and administrative personnel.within fte college.
- Successful encounters in thesé areas result .in varying degreés of

»soclal communicaflon, friendship supporl faculty supporf and

. -coflective affiliation, each of which can be vxewed as important

" . social rewards that become part of the person's generalized

evaluation of the costs and benefits of: college alfendance and that
meﬁlfy his educaflcnal and ln§+l+uflonal commllmenfs. :

Soclal lnfegrafion, par?lcularly as it relafes fo prlmary soclalj

. frelaf:onshlps wlfh faculfy and peers in the fransmisslon of normallve“

'?lnfluences has already been drscussed. Here, b am concerned with

.‘sludenfs' ‘assessments of zmpersonal freafmenf on campus My expecraflon-

."Tls %haf rhe more favorable rhe sludenl ss in hls or her percepTlons of

the campus envlronmenf the greater +he soclallzaflon pofenllal of the

4

s R
Ceotfegel N

Flnally,,l am concerned wlfh lhose subjecllve essessmenfs fhaf

‘lnletduals make concennlﬂg their own sulTablllfy ‘for careers and their-

t *1wlll:ngness lo parflclpale in lhe formal cccupaflonal sfruclure of

society. lf is my expecfaflen that those sfudenfs who - quesllon their '

‘ablllly ro develop meaningful careers wlll also shy away frcm asplrlng

T £

'ffo hlghﬁefafus, demand1ng occupafions. . f4-

“eTo summarlze the general conceptual scheme underlying the |

> foregoing d?scusslon, undergraduafe social ization can be concelved as @

,.serles of. processes whereby the student: (&) enfers college as a

,freshMan wlfh cerfaln values, career aSplrafldns, and other personalﬁ

goals, by 1% exposed to varlous seclallzlng lnfluences and mechanisms
whlLe alfendsng college, parflcularly (l) ncrmaflve pressures exerled'
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’ }via socsai re%affonsh!ps with facu!fy and peers “in the major deparfmenf".

"~ -and (2) parenfai supporf and achxevemen+ pressure; (C) assess +he

'salience of fhe co!lege env!ronmenf as the source ‘of both knaw!edge and

‘ 6r§enfaTs0ns perceived to be appropriafe fcr attaining career goals; and

-(d} changes or maxn?atns those values and aspirafions fhaf were held a+'
co£¥ege entrance on The basis of parenfal inf!uence, normafrve pressure

PR Y x-

 -¥n.the majpr, and,subJecfgye assessments of the co!!egiafe experience. g
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‘' CcHAPTER " o
. ‘ ) ~ ' B ) |
L STUDY DESIGN

Dafa for This sfudy carie from severa! naf]onal surveys of

B .jsfudenfs and facuify—in Amer ican coi!eges enqguntversifies fhaf were

f'sponsered coitabefgg:;;?;‘;y the American Council on Educafien ( ACE) and

*Astin, gt al. (1967a, 1967b) and Panos; et al. (1968 ;. and a
: 1descrip?ion of fhe sampifng procedures used for seiecflng the

. Atin, et _al. (1966). A dfscus5f0n of measurement error and tfem T

fhe Carnegie Commission en Higher Education (Trow,,1975) ‘Data fapes ,

from fhrs 1969 Nafiona!é§urmey of Higher Education are avaiiab!e fhrough

The Carneg‘e Counc;s on Po!icy Sfudies in Higher Ed‘cafcon (2150.5-

':Shaf*uck Ayenue,B?rkeley, CA 94704). c [ b v -

‘ R SV .
The Surveys D T : C S R

‘) -

The facu!fy survey was conducfed In the sprcng of 1969.' The

undergraduafes were surveyed when they begen cettege as freshmen.
starting with the cohort that entered cc!!ege in the fall of 1966, and
then again’ during December of }969.“ See Trow (1975: :Appendix A} for a

,cunpiefe descripfion of the sampting frames, nonresponse bias, and cfher ‘

technical details of +he 1969 surveys. Sfafzsticat descriptions of the
nafionat norms fer “the 1969, faculty 'survey can be found in Bayer (1970)3
nafionaf norms fer the lQﬁG and 1967 freshmen surveys can be found in

ins*ifuf%ons :nciuded in the 1956‘ACE freshman surgéy can be found iR

fe!iabt!?fy for fhe sfudenf surveys can be feumd in Beruch and Creager
{1§72). . ,' o 2 . , ' ;'i '

\‘L

S ?he foliowing is a general descripfien of fhe_igsz undergraduafe N | .

,survey:

The undergraduafe survey u?i!1zes a sampie of those. sfudenfe who
responded +eﬁihe American Counctl on EducaTTon ongoing research of’
first +imé students during the fall ferms of 1966=1969 inclusive.
This’ sample design’ provsded the benefit of. panel data for all
respondents.and easy access to student names ‘and addresses, though it
falled to reach those students in sampte fnsfifutien% who first
entered college more than four years earlier and those students who

fransferred inio 2 sample lnsfifuf!on affer first enroli nng inmff?“

. e

.8 . 3

 sw
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- appother i’nshfdﬂon. However, t+he survey did ‘include fhose who
' dropped out or. fransferred frem a‘sample instjtution. after en‘Fe-ring
during fhese 4 ferms.

‘The undergradua*he sampl€ was derigned to - inc!ude ‘approxi mgfely
260 000 'students. - These students were sampled .from the respondenfs
‘to-the ACE freshman. surveys in a manner which M%ured representation
- from each imﬂal cohort in each institution sufficient do provide

segments, as. ﬂ%‘e m‘her surveys aimed' te dq. These sampf ing goatls
- were.achieved by eliminating from the ors,gsnaf{ ,sampie of 310
institutions those which had not parﬂcipafed during-all of the years
1966~ ~69, those wn‘h poor, response .rates to the ACE frestman,
questionnaires, and those with Inadequate sfudenf name and address -
flles. ~ This reduced the institutional sample to 189. Then, up fo
- 1,000 students werc selected from each insﬂiuﬂon, d:s?ribufed by
heir erﬁrance eohor+ (Trow, 1975 Appendtx A :
¢

Les:t'— fhe use of +his parﬂcu!ar sfudenf data se'r be crH‘chzed '
-8s 'bemg ou?da‘ted and unrepresenfaﬂve of con‘femporary undergraduafe

er, pote that Marﬂn Trow (1977 5) replicafed these surveys i/,J.975-. '

and conc!uded ﬂ\af there was censiderabte sfabilify in baslc afgifudes

and vaiues of bofh sfudenfs and facuH'y from 1969 fo 1975

. ‘The evenfs on Amer ican ce!!ege and universh‘y campuses in fhe lafe‘
1960's were serious and important, but to a very considerable degree
they were media events; their effects and larger. significance were -
almost certainly exag.eerafed at, the time and continue to be in

: rei‘rospecﬂ\ge discussions of that period. This is not fhe place to
attempt a sober assessment of the impact of.the war and reactions 'fo-
the war In Wefnam on American colleges and umvers:ﬂes. But ¥t

. not. ineppropriafe in-the face of these new survey data to be - reminded -

_ that American colleges and universities. héve beeh markaed more-by.

AsfabHHy in the basic attitudes and va!ues of their students and
teachers. fhan fhey have been by any dfsconﬂnucus or greaf change.

Sthar Hndings of a conﬂnuaﬁon of 1950'5 *rends in sii\udents'
erfenfaﬂons in'fo +he ?970'5 are echeed by Hoge (1976)

- .

,éThe Sfudy Sampte - A, - SR

T

insﬁfuﬂons th poor sfudenf response rates (!ess +han 25%) to

' -‘,‘;fhe 1969 ﬂCE-Carneg:e survey are excfuded from the ana!ysis, thereby .
o reducing the tnsﬂfuﬂonat samp!e for the present research +o 89. Thene“
. was a further. reducﬂon in the number of institutions ulﬂm‘afe!yi_-

“.represenfed in the sw‘udy broughf ‘about by the focus on normaﬂve'

eharac#erisfcs of academic departm_enfs_. » Since the indic,a*ors “for nermg._ . .

Y

.\ ..b‘ :.‘\ P

reflabte data on fhe student body as a whole and on its major o

“a
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¢ .

. ware ﬂ\e aggregafed responses of both depar’rmen‘rat) faqtu and

undergradue%e majers, only those deparme@s that had sufﬂcnenf numbers

. of respendenfs for reasonably sfable esthmates ef norms could be

-A-frineﬁuded. Exctuding aH dep,a,rfmenfs With fewer than five student

3

- “respondents f-efia-e Te?ai of . 72 ansﬂfu‘ﬁons. From afl of the !
K deparfmen#s af ‘rhese~ 72 insﬂfuhens that mef the respendenf number

""vcrHerIen, four . were seiecfed for “the. sfudy Enghsh, mafhemaﬂcs,'

'_peh'hcai science, and hisfory Nof only are. These deperﬁnenfs

e £ o

\were also sufficient. numbers of sfudem‘s in them: 50 that separate

".. ‘anetyses ceutd be pe‘f’fermed by sex. Ciearly, 'fhis sample se!ecﬂon

- _ferms of socie! ization, - hewever, this should !ead to. fhe underesﬂmahon
| of depar‘hnenfat effecfs sinee iarge deparfmen‘rs qre presumabiy l’ess.
S eehesive and secxef ly ini-egrafed fhan smaH enes. ' | ' |

_xprecedure resuifed m the seleeﬂen of large deparfmenfs for s?udy In

o

F N T
o

| T since duraﬂen of infiuence hes been shewn to be an Imporfe’nf\ g
faefor in sfudenf secsaHzaﬂon (Curﬂs, 1974} dafa ana!yscs IS based’

o

- on the coharts ef sfudenfs who had had- maximum exposure to col legi:
- lnf&uences, fhese who were: upper division srudenis at 'I'he time of rg
1969 survey Mso 1o meximize pcﬂ'enﬂa! ceHege iﬂ‘fluence,_sfuden#s W

ceHege An eHher 1966 or 1967‘ (b) whe had aﬂ-ended only one coHege,"
o (c} who haﬁ responded to both fhe freshman and. 7959 surveys, # d) whose

'-",‘1969 major field wes EngH«sh ma‘rhemahcs, his’rery, or poliﬂca!’h

EN

-~ ACE- fresgman surveys In *rhe late 1960'5 were not very high (on the order

science' and- (e) whose ma jor had ‘at least five upper dlv‘fsion s*fudenT'

respendenfs fo fhe 1969 sUrvey. The disfrfbuﬂon of ‘fhe sample DY |

deparm‘men*!r and spx Is shown in Teble 1.

e

- There: are some preb%ems with the sfudy semple.. Onethas fo do

" 'th fhe mefhode!ogica! issue of backward Setecﬂon To gef a sample
SR &

. having repe measures (Hauser, 1970).' From the doeumenfeﬂen'

'avaiiebte on these surveys, it is difficuH to deferm!ne +he exact

"dxfferences in wave respense rafes,, The overall response rates Te the

of 20%),__ so fhere is real reesen to be concerned about the

bi

&

.-"represenfaﬂve of 'ﬂ'ie tradi Hena! {iberat arts curricu!um, buf 'fhe.re o

. ;j_‘had aﬂ*ended more +han one coi lege were exc}uded.‘ Thus, The f;nai‘ . |
' s?udenf sample inc!uded only’ fhec f respoﬁdenfs (a) who had em‘ered_'-w |

.. t
e g
. .
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D represenfaﬂveness of *rhe sampie sefecfed for‘ fhe dafa‘aé%fs. | That
. % is not to. izg“fhaf fhe reSponse rafes for par?icuiar institutions were.

naf conside ably higher fhan the- overaH response ra'fe, but *rha'r sf is

vim‘ua! ty :mposssbie 1'0 assess the « respanse rafe problem \

Related fo the firsf probiem is a second, namely the dszus:on'

of deparfmanfa! effects that wou!d ofherwise resulf from what 'Fetdman |

© and Weller (19?6) have called fhe "accenfuahon effecf" of major f;eids.

.Since the students incfuded in the presenf weré se!ecfad on 'fhe basis of

s

- k ‘?hair upper dtvision major, fhere is no uay tn deTermme +he ef Ts of,_
,deparfmenfs on_those who shiffed away from one of the fcur majors chosen ‘

for anaiysis and hence, no way to ccnfml for. "ac:cen’ruaﬂon ‘effects" of
'the ‘major depar‘tmen'i it Is erly +ha+ choosing the depar‘tmenfai

sampte on the bas?s of size and upper division ma jor. resuHed in a

fhan I's’ actual ly the case In fhe insﬂfuﬂ\ons represenfed

Two . basic consideraﬂens, In my omnion Jusﬂfy fhe use of +hss

parﬂcular data base., The flrs+ Is that thoWg surveys are unlque in

COnfaining bofh faculiy and longifudinal student” data at fhe
deparfmenfat level, fhereby allowing the anatysfs to be done on

‘f' charac'rerisﬂcs “of. speciﬂc academic: depar-hnen'rs rafher than groups of.

're!afed deparfmen?s (e. «G s sccial sciences, humaniﬂes, nafurai‘ \

sctences).- Second the ACE surveys of em'er!ng col !ege ‘freshmen have

been done each fal! slnce 1966 and, hence, represent the iongesf ongoing ‘
,effor‘r at obfaining Information from enferlng col lege freshmén, -The

mformaﬂon abfained -from these surveys Is disseminafed w?dely and has

4 been the basis for & subs’ranﬂal amo“hf of influential research on .
undergraduafas. For ‘a ccmprehensive smnmar\ar of this res\earch, see Asﬂn s

(1978) in sum,' i, be!ie%e that the shorfcomxngs of +hese surveys are

offset by (2) the dgta's ava;zbil’i'ry af the dgparmemax level for a

relaﬂvely targs‘ and divergt set of coHeges, and (b) 'fhe dafa's

| approprlafene ; for addressing The contepfqa! izaﬂon of undergraduafe

&

| someuhaf more homogeneous group of* ma}crs, in Terms of’ orien'raﬂons,. .

' L]
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~with group !evets &f one of ?he indivtdua% aﬁribufes."‘ R

’Fhe Dafa Anausis . | o o ;' '_ - e

¢

This repor*r is based on secondary anaws!s of ‘the 1969 ‘ACE- +
Carnegie Nahonaf Survey of Higher Eﬁucaﬂq,n., For a d:scussion of
Issues and probl ems. in secondary anatysis of " survey -dafa, expecla! ly

using fhe dafa for purposes dnfferenf than those orig?na! iy infended
‘see. Hyman 1972).  The ana!ys;s repar*red herein was- designed, in large

parf around fhe availab!e dafa. The surveys were, h@wever,.developed |
to fitl a broad based set of research needs, any of ‘which paralleled. §

The emphases of the presenf research. 8

A cenfra! part of The dafa anatysis is The assessmen+ of effects
. of fhe normaﬁve envircnmenfs of academ:c depam‘menfs on changas in

sfuden’rs' career values and choices. Wh'ile fhere is a substantial
Hfarafure addressmg fhe prob!ems and procedures of con*fexfua! analysis
(Biau, i%c CampbeH and Aiexander, 1955), these au:fhors' aproaches to
~ the anatys%s of group—feve! effecfs -on indiv:duai varsables are not

thouf ﬂ\elr crtﬂcs. Hauser HQTO 659) for exampfe, is critical ‘of -

whaf he cal'ls "ther confexfual fat !acy [which] occurs when residué! group

. differences émong a se+ cf sociaf ” groups, which remain aff‘er 'the eff»ecfs
~of;one or more Individual aﬁribufes have been’ parﬂal led ouf are .

Em‘erpre‘red in terms ef soc:a% or psycho!ogica! me,chan:sms correlafad

4 .
.

A prob!em fhaf conﬁ'exfuaf anafysis inevlfabiy presem‘s is

defermining the adequacy of ‘the confexfua! measures. There is aiways."~ -
#he possibﬂify fhaf fndivldua! variabies. unmeasured bu1' nonefhetess‘ '

: correfa?ed with the individual variables aggregafed "l'o for’m‘ group ievel“::
~ measures; are responsib!e for residua) differencas among groubs on the
dependen+ var‘%abfa.. - In reality, +here will always be “ofher" corre!afed'

“but unmeasured variab-les‘ in ény'é{udy However, Qne way | have avolided

varlabies En fhe sfudy;.

. “some ‘of the prob!ems of ccnfexfuat anatysls 1s to.use dlfferanf""

lndfeafors for the aggrega*ed variab!es and the . ofher fndividua!—leve!
i

Also quife wor-fhy of nc'fe is Hauser's (1970 569) admoniﬂon

Thm‘ "one should be prepared tfo argue that" hEs fhecry of retaﬂons among_' :

tndwtduabaﬁribufes is comptefe and co‘rracf or at. least defensib}e In

q
. A .

i L. ‘ [N o

o

: reiaﬂon Fo."some epocH' criterion, before specu!aﬂng abom‘ residua! o



Flgura 2 shows fhe«causal ‘model! of 3 !y and campus effects on |

'undergradua+es' carear choices around which\the data ana!ys:s was o

- ._¥"l'_A vdesigﬁed. This modei is simpfy 3 specificafie of the more generai

B ”scheme cafisned*prevtous!y. I+ fl!usfrafes & set.o\ processes whereby‘

~ family social status (1. iR Figure 2) and parental jcxanza—ﬂon (2.) :

- ~*feaﬁ +o The deveicpmenf in their ‘adolescent offspring\of occupafiona!

;n  .“ ' “  ?atuas (3 '} and career preferences (4,) which in- f‘:n, affect the
N ~ cholce of . a parflcu!ar cat!ege(ﬁ Y. The characferisf:cs of, the coi!ege,
o ';especiatiy selectivity, affecf the normafive s*rucfure of aceademic

,",‘L~,_.=deparimsnfs (6. ).‘ ‘The s?udanf’s enfrance cohorf also affacfs the nafure‘
'.iof the co!fegiafe experience, since junicrs and seniors encounter

. potentially ‘different campus en@ironmen?s. Affa!nmenfs in both the

 curr§cuiar and exfrahcurricu!ar realms (7 ) are, in furnh funcfions of~

‘fhe deparfmenfai experienca (especia!ly fhe Transmission of norms vsaA

|  socia£ relafipnsh:ps) ané defarmsnanfs of sfudenfs' assessmenfs ot th
'rcampus (8 ).‘ A$sessmen+s of the campus experience.ﬁnfluence upper

,'divlsion sfudenfsf Undergraduafes' Career Choices orlenjafrons I

: "uhich tn turn, Enftuence fheir occupafﬁonat ch&lces (10 . ‘ o

Yhe variahtes inciuded :n +hef33fa ana!ysis for each one of the-
btcmks i Figure 2 were. 1. Fam:!y Bickground - family socio-@conom%c
7*sfafus{SES) and race (NONwHSTE} 2 Parenfat Socsa!izaftcn - supportive

’."cﬁild-rearing by parenfs (PARSUPRT) parenfai sTress on chnld's . 

vachievemenf {PARACHOR) , and paren+a! tifesfy!e (PARS?YLE ;3 3. Career
Vatues ~ freshman orien+a+ions~+oward he!ping ofhers (FHELPOTFH N
_mbecoming an aufhorify in a field (FXPRTFLD) and being well—off

financially. (ENELLOFF)' 4 Career Preference - Presfige of . freshmanrtW"

”‘:career choica (PFJBCRER) 5 Callege Choice - college se!ecfivify
© (COLQUAL) ‘and en*rance cohort (JUN{OR) 6. Departmental Environmenf -
‘faculty and student’ tiberal ‘education norms (FACNORM PEERNORM), primary °
‘social re&af!anshsps with peers In. the same major (PEERTIES), and -
primary soc!al retafionshtps with facu!fy In the ma jor (FACTIES)-
5 7 Coiiege Affainmenf - cumula*ive grades (GPA) and Invoivemenf bn +he

A}
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- 4_fonna§ coHege exfra-curricuium (COUNVLV)* 8. Assessmen+ of CeHege
. ‘Experience - perceived ?mpersona!Hy of col Iege (COLIMPER), career,
< .es%rangemenf (ANTICRER), sgtistaction: with col lege (COLSATIS), and |

| perceived effecﬂveness“'ef fhe ceHege in facit Haﬂng ?he attainment of

_ Jpersonet oals (EFFECT&V)“ 9 Upper Divtsfon Career Values - 1969 .

B v ‘-wienfﬁfﬁs ?oward helping erhers (HELPOTH). becommg an aufhorﬁy ina

~ | ' fiefd (XPRTFLD). -enci being weii«off financiaﬂy (WELLOFF)- and 10. ‘Upper

e - Division Career Preference - presﬂge of 1969 cacee-r chmce (JGBCRER) . 7

' ' ~:.A compiefe- des;g:ripﬂon cn‘ the H‘ems used for each of 'rhese variab!es as

xweH ,as the measurement properﬂes éf mulﬂp!e-—ﬁem scaies Is Included*
| in Appendix A.. The corre!eﬂons among all of these var:ables by

;deparfmen* and sex ere\ipctuded in Appendix B. - 7 : )

. The mcde of sfaﬂsﬂca! analysfs seiecfed for the s+udy was
,ﬁ'muiﬂpte regreseien.- Figure 2 coﬁfains “btocked" variab!es that is,
3f;|.‘_:mu!ﬂpfe Indicamrs for most variabies.  To presenf ful ly elaborated -

N (‘-{ftab{es for +he entire causa! sequence of’ b!ocked varsabtes as was done
\ by Alexander and Eckland (1977) wouid result-in. mammofh, ¢0ﬁf05m9

‘tables. . Since | am primarHy inferesfed in the net effecfs of, the

L N

'Sndependenf variab!es on career cholce, ! have included onty fhe_‘ P

sequential enfry of the variabie blocks for fhe regressions in which

| 'presﬂg‘e of upper dwlsion career chaice was the dependenf variab!e.

' 'Thts \gey, changes in the retaﬂve Imporfance of the varlables: as new

ones are enfered in successive equa-ﬂons can be exami‘ned, a procedure

'roughiy anaiogous fo parﬂ*e& correlation. For technical discussions of‘-‘f'

fhese SOFTS of muH‘iple regressien procedures see Draper and SmHh

| (1966) and Fennessey (1968) . S w\& o : |
" The sfuden't sample was parhﬂoned by major-and sex: for fhe data -

‘_““anefys!s., Since the respondenf weighfs developed by the Americanr

{buncﬂ on- Educeﬂon forﬂreporﬂng naﬂona& coHege student norms from
- the surveys. which are. emp!eyed In +he presenf research were calculated
on fhe basfs of Insﬂ‘l‘uﬂone! semphng strata ra-l'her than indlvidual
%s*udenf characfer:sﬂcs, a!! regressions are performed with unweighfed :

'dafa. . e - ,

“As has afready been menﬂoned, since sfudeof response rates were
;{_' »’ generai by much iewer ?haw fecut*ry responsef ra*es, ;enly fhose departments

. g X - ' .

E
T .
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. &

- with, af least Hve sfudenf responden*rs were included in fhe ana!ysls."
The medfan numbers Qf respcndenfs on whi'éh deparfmenfal. narmaﬂve;
""-‘ttimafesmeasures were based. were 15 fore tactu and 17 for students. -
Exammaﬂon of wlfhin-depar'hnenf variance for both factu and student .‘
"-norm measures showed no no+abte e\‘fec'rs of deparfmenfal normaﬂve'-‘
cansisfency on ‘changes in sfudenfrs' orienfaﬂons EWeidman, 1974a-‘
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.‘As can be seen from fhxs table, there were no significan% ef fects of o

CCHAPTER 111 v

L RESULTS'
- IR D o

This chapfer ccn*ains ?he resuifs from fhe regression anatyses

e

\KCQ“GUC*ed separaTe!y by sex ‘for each of four ma jor. ‘fields: Eng!ish A

;‘mafhamafics, hlsfory, and po!ificai science.‘ A series of nine

“sequenfiat regressions was performed for each group, wifh fhel

7

'45§ndepandenf variab!es enfered according fo fhe causa! sequence shawn in
"'Figure 2. Tha dependenf varnabie for each of fhese regressxons was the N
gresfige sgoreé tDuncan, 196%} for the sfudenf*s 1969 cccupaﬂonat'jj “

7_cho§ce. The coeft:clenfs sncluded in fhe +abies for this chapfer may be.
S Inferprefed as ne* s*andard;zed effecfs (Alexandar ‘and Eckiand 1977:
o, S e T

"Egg}ish Majors

K

famity background (sex and race) on. 1969 career presfige. For parenfar

'  scciaifzafion,_fhere was a sfgnifican+ negaf:ve effecf of parenfaf'

seventh equafion, that is, affer alf Variables *hrough ccllege K
'affainmenf had been enfered. This effecf of parenfa! suppor? is rather o

Tabte 2 shows the’ regression reSutts fcr female Eng!ish maJors."

| 'supperfa Nofe fhat this coefficient only reached significance in #heg‘

"small, but it remains srgnificanf affer enfering sfudenfs‘ subjec+?ve'

'assessments of coliege and 1969 career values. The nega*nve sign for

.encourage aspiraf:ons for high status cccupafiuns among thelr femate
offspr:ng who wind up, maJoring "in English, fhe-only Qne of the academic'

'sfudenfs. . j e o ) o ff

For career values at. ccl!ege enfrance, there. are no. pers!sﬂngt
: slgnificanf éffecfs on presTEge of 1969 career choice amcng female -

- . , ) s .
. Ca o . | S
Y B . Lo

| T'deparfmenfs conssdered here fhaf hqs a predominance Df temaie over male’

T AN

m_qﬁ_vpacentai‘suppprf suggesis.ihatAhlghly suppariLye parents do. nQT,,-h:,,ﬁ“,



TABLE 2~

«

} ~"ssaﬁsssrqu,nssutrs: FAMILY AND cAnPus‘EFéstrs ON CAREER CHOICES C ;: ,
; - OF FEMALE ENGLISH MAJORS (STANDARDIZED PARAMETERS) r .
et R R 4 |5 | s 7 8 9
SES . N . e . =057 . =08 ~i055. -.030 ©,-.055  -.08 -.0%6" -.080 038
'_'msr_g. . L '-:33.1'- 035 -.035 _-’l.“osb - -.035 S.0BT. o -.0AT . -.0M3 =041
PARSUPRT .. PP S0 L0388 ..036  -,032 o088 087 =072 -.072"
: PARACHOR, . . & + . . STl iz 006 c.e10 - 001, .05 .003  .003.
| eaner;E.'.-i‘;‘." | ) . .028 ‘ .eéa ‘_ 034 .0h1 ";oh? | -.060 -qup 06
. FMELPOTH. . . . SN | 031036 034 .029 ._oéu o 031
ORRRTRD. L St Yoo Lot ot Loest  Lont Lo37
CRELLOFF. . . . oL L L -.015 -.007  -0N . -0l0 .03 . -.0l2  -.020°
PF;JB&EN‘R. ‘.. . Y- oo o o030 208" 207 e s e
COLQAL™. . o v w vt os8 Losd  aoF et ed
UUNIOR. . .. . -.048 2,038 . -.03 - -.053°  -.064"
‘_“?E.‘;E_RKOR!H." e . ) ; | - 002 o208 o8t st
., FACNORML . . . " ..m_é 4_625 024 .'oéo'
R EERTIES: L ... T Q20 ot v 025 007
o o FACTIES . . . e 0% Lot Lons” 05
D S . kgt kgt st
tCOLINVLY, L . A L 051 .ohg c 066"
".égtnﬁ_ss;‘ T . . e Lok3 04l
(o ANTICRER. . o woe o0 [ * - A7 -.f?g*'
‘ "co‘LsAtzs.»‘.,. e + 079" -.088"
CUERRECTNL 4 L e . 076* .09
CHELROTH . . e . C-.060
'xakrgin-. ..; R ant
'WELLOFF ¢ . . e o ' o -.015
R L oot .oos o .oie Kass o Loel 081 L0 LI .67
L__f_m___w“_k.h' gflhdngpend:nt_vaéiabjemféx,ﬁﬁ;_aqéj}ﬁfgﬁfs;;psggss”-fprqstige“of:3§69 céréer chéice; The Endcpéndeht'

variables are SES - parenta! socid-econamic status; NONWHITE - racial background other tham, Caucasian; PARSUPRT -

- perceived supportive chi
* . PARSTYLE - perception of ‘parents'
' FXPRTFLD - freshman orientation
© tation toward becoming very wal

toward:

idrearing by parents; PARACHOR - perceived parental stress on child's achlevement;

Tife style; FHELPOTH - freshmon orientation toward helping othcrs in difficulty;
coming an-authority in one's. subject field; FWELLOFF =~ freshman orien- -
I-of f financially; PFUBCRER - prestige of froshman career. choice;  COLQUAL -

" selectivity of ¢ollege; JUNIOR - ‘enteréd college as freshman in 1967; PEERNORM - liberd!l .education norms of pcers

The derivation of cacﬁ'of the -foregoing
deviations, and corrclations among a11 of the.va

. *9 £ .05,

in the major department;
_retationships with pe
mont; GPA - 1969 cumu
-percoived impersonality of college;.
EFFECTIV ~ perceived effoctivieness of college;
XPRTFLD ~ 1969 orientation tiward becoming an
towsfd becoming very well-off financially.

~are included in-Appendix B.

ers #n the major departgent;

FACNORM - ‘tiberal education norms of faculty in the major department; PEERTIES - social
FACTIES - social relationships with faculty in' the major depart-
lative® grade average; COLINVLY - involvement in formal college extra-curricufum; COLIMPER =
ANTICRER = career estrangement; COLSATIS = satisfaction with college;

'HELPOTH ~ 1969 orientation toward helping others In difficulty;.

‘authar ity

e

v :j LS

I'n one's subject field; and WELLOFF - 1969 %orientation

varisbles I's Included In Appendix A, The means, stondard - .
riables for men gnd womcn. in e3gh of the four departments studied

Y
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-Engfish majers.., ONenfaﬂen foward becem ng an experf ln a special
_:v:»field refained Hs slgn!ficance unﬂ! the !ast equaﬂon, when 1969
"""‘scores on- fhe same value measures were eptered., Thls suggests that” 'rhe o
éffecfs 6f female En,glish majors' values af ce! !ege entrance are
n mediafed by their coHegi*ev!'ex experienqe and Iefer \aaiues. N No1_L

;surprisingty, the. presﬂge of the- freshman career choice had a s+rong,
persisﬁng effect on pres‘hge cf tha. 2969 cereer cho:ce emong these

temale English ma‘gers., The same was also true for col !ege se!ecﬂv:fy, :

one of the itwo indicators reﬂ;ecﬂng co!}ege choice in the mode! . ‘.Fer

“,_\_,"fhe efher cof lege cheice mdiceter, enfrance coherf, a signiﬂcanf nef
»nege'rwe effecf appeared for eefng a Jumer as oppesed to-a senior onw,
~on the final regressien. This- suggesfs that emong femele Engiish '

L3

majors, Juniors have !o\qer career aspiraﬂens Tha‘ seniors., Another - way
to say this is that femafe Engtish majors build greater confidence in
fhemse%ves as reﬂecfed in higher presﬂge career aspsraﬂons during the

cpurse of '{'heir ceHege years.

-y

For deparfmen-ra! nomaﬂve ciimafe, omy peer Hberai educaﬂen f

: ngrms had a slgnif%can‘r effect on fema!e Eng! Ish ma jors® career chesces.'
L Thaf this effecf was negahve suggesfs that' a sfrcng emphasxs ‘on the
.' Hberal arfs by si‘uden%majoring in EngHsh ‘is accompanied by a de-
) ',‘ emphesis on seeking high presﬂge occupafj,ons. Cer‘tainly the sorts of
 careers traditionally availabte to: women in #Herary fietds (nofabiy_
) edfﬂng, feaching at the elementary or secendary ieve'l, and writing, fcr‘

periedicets of varieus sorts) de not cerry the h:ghes+ presﬁge. T

. - CoHege aﬁeinmenfs of bofh Thexcurricmar and exfra-curricular..

\

ser'f showed signiﬂcanf positive’ ,ne*r effecfs on presﬂge ef 1969 career
chofce among femate Engtish majors. - For assessmenfs of- 'the col legiafe(.
‘experience, both seﬂsfacﬂen th coHege and career esﬁ-angemenir were

- \negehvew relafed o 1969 career presﬂge espire‘ricmz-:'fI ' Finally, a

_showed a sfrong, posiﬂve net effect. This suggests that orIeMaﬂons -
\ foward gaining recognfﬂon in a tareer fiefd are: refiecfed Jn'
‘ espiraﬂens for a high presﬂge career, ' - B

.
, A fow adtﬂﬂena% observaﬂens help fe pface the results for-_
female EngHsh maJors I'n perspecﬂve. First, the overjaH explalned

&« 30
R | 37

%

sfrong 1969 orienfaﬂon Touard ‘becoming-an expeML in a special fteld



veriance ( 167) ts ne‘r very high wh:ch ieads o the conctusion that +he
mode.f developed here is not very effecﬂve for explainmg +he presfsge
. upper dzvisien Engnsh magers' chosen cereerg.‘ The greafes?
g “ - confr:bu?or to 't'm'ai expiamed variance, was prestige oNr-es'h-man career
. cholce t24% of fc'raH tol lowed by personet assessments of fhe
kc,o}ltegie'fe exp‘ertence (22;), and 1969- career values (16%). ‘Clearly, for., |
' -femafe Engi xsh majers persene! preference as.reflected in career choices
,‘and va!ues, ane personal assessmenfs of fhesr col. legsa're ekper!ences
_" weré more. %mperfam facfers Tn deferm!nlng the presﬂg@ of Tiggir 1969
career espiraﬂens than were eifher famHy or inshfuﬂena! variables. |

: Tabte 3 shows +he regressxen resuHs for male En@ ish majors A
; . 'signiffcanf negeﬂve nef effect of being nonwh:fe on presﬂge of 1969 °
| 'vcareer preference appeared 'rhrough each. regresssen. This suggesfs that
‘whHe males majoring in English fend to ‘have higher ‘career espirahons '

«, than their nonwhite- ceunferpar*fs. NeHher any. dlmens?ons of parenfai
o 'socsa!izaﬂen nor of cereer values a‘r en‘rrance to col Se‘ge have)eny.

Y aad
srgmf:can? ne‘l‘ effects on 1959 :ﬁareer preference,s. . .

| As was true fer femar!e EngHsh maJors, presﬂge of career
eference at col lege enfrance was strongly reie+ed to presﬂge of 1969 |

" career preference. For the co!!ege cho!ce variabfes, only being a

Junior. was related 1'0 presﬂge of 1969 career choice. As compared wH‘h

' female EngHsh majors, males in the seme major appear to become less

rather *I‘hen mere er!en*ed fcwerd high prestige cccupahons durnng

| : col tege. Ma}es majoring in Engi ish showed no s.fgnH‘icamL effecfs of

d_e7n‘+menfat ncrmaﬂve envirenmenf on cereer choice?" c \

, -

With: respec'r 1'0 college eﬁeinmen-fs, grades were posiﬂvely
: related to presﬂge of career choice, a fmdsng that agrees th genera&
o \/expecfaﬂens. Al so as. one ngh*r expect, career esfrengemenf wes '

‘uegaﬂve\sy Tetated to ﬁfgh presf:ge career- ecpiraﬂens among -male -
| EngHsh me\;ors. The only career vaiue that reached significance. was
“ or!enfaﬂon fewerd hetp;ng cfhers, ‘and H‘s effecf was negaﬂve among
0 mald English majors. B

. ‘ , . The exp!alned veriance for males in English wes greafer fhan for ;
IR +hetr femake counferparfs (.220 vs. .167), but was sfi!f not
parﬂcut,axﬁly high. As was frue for femetes In Engi lsh presﬂge of |
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: e 2 TABLE 3 . .
REGRESSION R’ESULT‘S FAH!LY AND CAMPUS- EFFECTS ‘ON'CAREER I:HDICES . ‘
' - OF MALE ENGLSSH MAJORS (sTAND\ARD{ZED F’ARAHETERS) ‘ v
1 0 2 3 "k '5“'” 6 7 8 9
CSEiL ... ... S8 LW L0322 - .026  .016 007 . .00k . .005 . .016 |
| nouume. e mmet a2 a2 -5t -.xza*g-;.xxs* T R
ensipRT. .. ... U e Lo Los0 053 o5t LGk oo oM
"Pmr;ﬂoa.‘“. S . o L.047 ' .-0_42" 031 022 | .‘.021~ © 062 -071 .659
PARSTYLE. e ) ) -'.»ms .0 e017 w015 . <on -‘1.93&- -.053 . -,05)
"PMELPOTH. o . . . . . Gy 03 083 036 -2 -0k -.0h5 . -.017
CRXPRIFLD. . v . . . L. fo025 0210 Lo -.023 o L.o3 030 -.010
CPELLOFF. . . . I | 066 . .002 007 012 L.os7T oM 024,
_emcxz_a;_'_. e IR ) 2 26t L2e3% 262 .258%
L COLQUAL . . L .. T cTwelos0 .37 Lot o6l Loes
" ..xuiu_iog, e | | . .095% .. ,095 .08 '.69#’5 .088"
'PEER@RH:‘; Ce = 6'_. | N ' o6 012 -.002 .002
: m.xom cee Y . ‘_ ’_ o =073 057 .054 -.041
PEENGIES. . . . ... D | 046 .d;zl 1032 .037
ACTIES .. i . .. K L =007 ; 053 .07 059
CEPA L s e ’ - 263% 255" 260"
 COLINVLY. Vil . 2046 .024 029
“COLIKPER. o . 3 . -.029  -.021
" ANTIGRER. . . . . . . | ‘ P -.fihs* - 151F
| COLSATIS. . . . % . T - . 020 oM
CEFFECTIV. & ., . L -, 039 . .057°
HELPOTH . o o % s s . ' - ~.031
CXPRTFLO . . L. L L | T - | - .048
‘ YUELLOFF B , _ k ] 049
n.z o190 023 029" 101 fiz . ng T 82 210,220
- : ' AV ; :
. ‘V;l:!abl;; &gﬁrefigtidns are exp;taihed in Table 2.’ v
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&

xcareer choice a'!' cot !,ege em‘rance com‘ribufed ’rrweafesf prcpcrﬂon of .

‘ expie:ned\variance (33%) for males in Eng! ish., The on!y other |
L subsjam‘ial cenfribuﬂon to e?!‘ainedqariance for males in Engl ;h was

o made by ceHege e'tfa!nmenfs {29%). .' N

.o - . . : - ok
o T Lo ‘ . - . : . ' o . . g e
. - - . . < -
‘ . ' : - )

Ma'fhemahcs Ma‘gors ER v T o - B

ResuHs for female mafhem’ahcs majors are shown ¥ n Tab!e 4.

-
oL

L - ‘_' There Is a subsfanglai pcszﬂve ne? effec'i~ of bung ncnwhh‘e an ‘The
| | | presﬂge of 1969 career choices among fema!e ma‘i‘hemaﬁcs maJors. ‘ Race-
» is fhe cniy fam:w veriab!e fhaf is of" significance, since none of -
": parenfat sec!a{izaﬂon ind&ca’rors showed sfreng effecfs.‘ R '

. e

-

. wrfh reSpec? to career veiues’ at col iege enfrance, orienfahen |
'roward helping o'l‘hersr remained persisfenﬂy ﬂegaﬂve m—-successive
regressmns. Not’ oniy d‘id ﬂﬂs orienfaﬂon show a significan*t effecf .
but presﬂge of cccupaﬂonal choxce af coilcge em‘rance was also

‘ signif:canf {(and’ pos:ﬂye) . For fhis group of femele ma?hemaﬂcs"
majors, bofh indica*rors of. coHege cho;ce also were s!gnsﬂcan?.'_ .
Aﬂendance at a high qualHy Institution had a posiﬂve net effect on

_ presﬂge of 1969. career’ Cho‘ice, whiie being a j(mior was negaﬂvely'

\ | : re%efed fo the. dependenf variable, Noﬂce that for ﬂxg Qumor cohor'k' .

S oniy atter. all ccllege variables and individual assessments m" the -
| -colfeg:a‘fe experience were enfered did en’rrance cohorf make 2
_ . difference. Th s paﬂ'ern agrec_s th 'i'he nbf:on Tha‘f iengfh of ',

membg&hip in an organizaﬂcna% ’env?ronmenf can be an Impor?anf L

. e deferminan? of socsaHzaﬂen (Curhs, 1974) . ‘ o
oo . ' *

i th}e of the, four indscafors of the. depar?menfei normaﬂve_ :
-environmenf reached slgntﬂcance in *i'he final regression analyses | ‘
NhHe social re!aﬂénships with deparfmenfa! factu showed a pouse '

me'i“hemaﬂcs majcrs when fhe variable Was firs‘r enfered in tihe sequence
of regressien equaﬂens, “Hﬂs effecf became insignificanf\*hgpf;

s t curricuiar aﬁalmwenf was included fn the model .. This euggesfs fhef the

‘ ‘_\"' j sccim effects of. soclat -reiaﬂonships wsfh faculfy are mediafed by
: " the. sﬂ'udenf's schc!asﬂc performance. Presumably, facuh‘y in
me'i‘hemaﬂcs depar‘hnenfs are more erly o in?erac# wH‘h sfudenfs whc do

- . ) L .

net effect on pr\esﬂge of" 1969 career cholce for- #hese female,”,,:,,
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_ ueit htcﬂass than. wifh fhase sfudenfs whose academ&& performance Is
B undisf!nguished. e 1 3 _'A_f o o Co

£

Ferscnat assessmenfs of_ipe col lege. exparience had no effecfs on_'

e Presfxge Qf !969 career choices. Wanting to be an experT En one's

chosen fietd was fhe onfy 1969 Career vatue fha? shcwed-a signifacanfij

o nef of fect on, 1969 career chaice. o

“.1 Cx ‘ ‘ ~ * . * ‘ —"‘f. ‘

Looktng at fhe propor*ion of fhe fofai expiained vaxi

?.f - ,»‘ affribu*able to each cf the nine block: pf variableés in the model
' - !ndicafes that fhe iargesf smg!e conMn,was made by college
o affainment, esgecialty grades (s, 'fffﬁg L e T

» é."

‘were no significanf net effects ot e!fhcr famlty background or parenfal
. sociaiization on The presf%ge of the 1969 cameer chd:ce forn %his group

Table 5 shows the results for male mafhemafics majors.f There

e of sfudenfs. Fanfiy sacie~economic status had posifive net. effacfs .

r & unfi! the cottege cholce variabt S were entered. Thls sugges*s that fon~——

ma!e mafhana

S ma ors fhe eff cts, of. fam:ty sccio-economrc sfafus are

syt Fed fhrough educ‘ zona
B%au and Duncan (1957). . E 'ffM7  :'<[ . ;f;j'.f N

v

fffainmenf a findsng in agreamenf wlfh o

signif:cance in fhts ana!ysis for ma&e mafhematics majors was , 

| asienfafion toward becomtng an expert In one's chosen . fieid.u The

R ?; . presfige.of fhe career cholce - Pndicafad af college entrance was aiso3

J;T'f_ sfrongty pcﬁf&)ve in ifs re!a+ionsh¥p with presf!ge of 1969 - career, 

‘ choica. ﬁnvgddi* onai posifive net, effecf appearsd far cofiege
I sstec*tvify. y | R |

social reiaf%enships with facutfy Was s{gnffica

Un{ike the findings for females in mafhemafics, thein male coun?erparfs

@u .  cdhfihued To ref!ecf postjﬁ&énﬂé¥ﬂéffe6?§}:f sociaf.

facut?y even affer academic performance was added fhe regressipn

equa?ien. " For men, unttke women, In mafhemafics the saciatizing effecfs,v

Qf depar#menfaf faculfy remain affer -grades are faken info account.

e&afionshlps “with

Of +he four indicafors af departmenfai normaf!ve c%imafe, onfy'
{and posl?fve}.~

Uniike acadamic affalnmenf exfra curricular aifafnmenf is negafively‘

Zﬁ{i ‘.‘“  . rela#ed fo career presftge asptrafions., This finding suggests fhaf

-

<

. The' only co!lege enfrance occupafionai vafue fha+ reachedf-.f“‘



TABLE S -

REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY AND CAMPUS EFFECTS ON CAREER CHOICES
- OF HALE HATHEMATICS MAJORS (STANDARDIZED. PARAMETERS)
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. -mathematics majors, fhe.sa findings suggest Tha'r ‘the. most” imporfanf, '

v o

. . , e e . . . .
B . . - . - - 3 .' - .
- B . . i . . N . ”, - .
. . o - . - . . .
<. . . o B . -

“"‘_);.currfcutar performance for ma%es in: mafhemaﬂcs. Apparently,

after assignmenfs are compi\e?ed o S e

None cf the fcur Tndicamrs of perscnaf assessmenfs of the

becmtng an experf in one's field showed a signiffcanf pcsiﬂve net.
effecf on 'fhe presﬂge of male mathematics ma;ors' 1969 career . choices.
\(..,Slnca 'rhe same orlenfaﬂon af enfrance to col tege al so remained
- signiﬂcgnﬂy posiﬂve!y reiafed to the presﬂge of . 1969 c,areeré‘hoice,

aSplraﬂons fhroughaui' fhe coHege years, - - S e “4 ,

, Loeking now a*t +he axp!ained variance, "rhe rasuHs for men aref'
o not- much worse than fhosq obtained for women in mafhemaﬂcs using 'rhis
. model (.240 vs. .216), @ifferem‘ bl acks of variabtas were Important for |
) ‘men In ma?hemaﬂcs than were Imporfanf for The!r femaie counfarpartﬁ.
"}choice (15%) depar‘l‘manfal envfronmen‘r (15%)‘, ‘and upper division career
‘ 'variance efs bofh cot tege cheice and deparfmenfat envfrcnmen’f a

-'A',majcrs is confrtbufed by characferisﬂcs of the coHege. For

'::,,'?deferminanf of h:gh presﬂge career orfentations is academic performance
| .for women - and aﬁrtbu'fes of fhe col. !ege aﬁended for men. ) '

-

e ey e o e e e e e e e e

- 'Htsforgé Melors ...t

Tab!a 6 shows j‘h&r resuHs for famale hisfory ma,jors. ‘No

, paraHeEs the one for femaie Engfish'majorg and again sugges*s fha+ '
- 'fhose-pe:renfs perce!ved to be mos+ suppcrﬂve of the!r daugh+ers are not

Tt : o . ' . _\-‘
N « . . oo . P RSN

) \fhare is considerab!e fension befweeﬂ curricutar pe'rfor mance and exfra-— o

- demanding majors little time is left for exira-curricular achvihes

"-‘coiiege environmenf reached significance. 1969 orfenfaﬂon toward

| this suggests 'fha'r career achievemem values held by thi's parﬂgular'
R group of. sfud@nfs are consisfenﬂy imparfanf Influences on-career |

-

Presﬂge of career cho ce at col iege en*rance mgde the greates’r.
| _ccnfmbuﬂon to expta}ned varlance (225), fol lowed c[oseiy by cc:\lege"

- vatues (i5$) Noﬂce fbaf by ccmbining ?he éonTrlbuﬂon fo expiained_f '

‘--’-::;subsfanﬂai 308 of fha fofat expidined variance for male ma?hemaﬂcs""

slgnificant effecfs appear Jn this Tab!e for famlty backgrouna,.buf one .
faspecf of parenfai sociaHzaﬂon. supparf has a signiﬂcanf nagaﬂve.-
."-nef effecf on fema!e htsfory,majors' 1968 career cholces. This Hnding'

N ]
R .



. “a

: '1*-1_" -

encouraging high sfe‘rus career asp!raﬂens. L ..f - ,'

v . " "--‘

c‘ $ None ot The ceHege em‘rance career values were s;gniﬂcanﬂy
retated to presfige of 1969 career chezce it sheuld bé noted, however

fhaf on!y affer i969 career vatues were entered info. fhe equaﬂon did

" the’ szgn?ﬂcan? negaﬂve net ef?ec:'f of sfudenfs' <ol lege. enfrance,_,

: crien'faﬂens feward heipzng ofhers dtsappear. 'Co tege seiechHy was

stgnfficanﬂy reiai‘ed ‘fe pre.:ﬂge of 1969 career chosce for these female

hfsfery mejers buf fhe negeﬂve effecf ef being -a Junier became
insfgniftcan'r when coHege aﬁammen'r was added fo ’rhe equation. . of 'fhe

feur Indicafors o‘f deparfmenfa! envirenmenf only socia! re!aﬂonshsps :
| "with factu showed a posiﬂve net effecf on presfsge of 196‘9 career'
| _.-"”‘-‘.'.".'choice.-,, .

R

pesiﬂve!y reia‘lred to presﬂge of 1959 career chesce. Para! tel'lhg. 'fhe

As wﬁ'h each ef the major fieids discussed SO far, grades were o

f!ndmg for male mafhemaﬁes majors,. femai‘e hisfory ma_]ors showed a\"

e presﬂge of 1969 career choice."_ Also paraHeHng the' findmgs for

s{gntﬂcanf negaﬂve net. effecf of ex#ra—cdrr:cufar Snvotvemenf on. -

S Eng!ssh majors of be'i'h sexes, career. es.‘t*rang;)e.memL had 3 negahve effect

. on career cheice. Final ly, ef fhe 1969 tareer vatuee, ‘only or‘lenfeﬂen

“toward becoming en aufhorl‘ry in a Held-was signif:canf (pesH,n,ve' ‘

N - effec’r) .

-

o each block of’ variabies In the model,” fer fémala his?ery majers the

52%. thése cenfribuﬂons are eenveyed primari ly by social reiaﬂonshxps
Hh deparfmenfaf facu!'ry and’ msﬂfuﬂonet setecﬂv;fy.

Tabfe 7 shews the resulfs for ma!e hfs’rery ma_;ers ‘No

modera’re effee’rs of secie-econemc sfafus and. paren'fa! echzevemeh‘r:

This suggesfs that parem‘at inf.!uences are reﬂecfed enly to'a Hmi’red;‘-'

i‘ SI.QMHCE’M‘ effects of either famHy baCkgl‘dund or Parenfafﬂ”'”
-secializaﬂon appear n the final equaﬂons tor this group - The

pressure are media'ted by fhe vafues of the sfudem‘ af college entrance.

Looking now at 1‘.he preporﬂen ef exp!eined variance aﬂribu’rab!e

sf fmporfanf block is deparhnen'ra! env ironment (33%) and the next most -
perfén'f i's coHege cholce (!93), yte!dmg a comb ined cenfr:buﬂon of o

extent in long~ferm career choices, and may rather. simply lead to the . -,

ﬁevelopmenf of cerfain \?alues. Male hisfory maJers hewed sfgntﬂcanf
. . 5 A
39
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, financlally

“"appllcabllsly Jo caﬂpﬁfﬁi?%w

e 3
- advanced sludy In " # gubllc affalrs, and business. Career .

SN

. ~ ) N

B i\ N . ‘
For men majorlng in hlsfory, severﬁl institutional

o bnegaflv nel effecfs on presllge of 1969 career-!lualce for both :

”'TAorlenTaf n Toward becomlng an experl in-a fleld and becoming well-off -

characferlsllos amerged as havlng slgnlflcanl effecls on. presllge of

senior career choice. College selecllvlfy's effecf was poslllve, as was

the effecf of being 3 Junlor. Men: seem to adJusf\lhelr asplrallo@s

'¢~fleld facully was aisd posrllvely relalod +o 1969 careor\oholce.r~

.

‘The pallern of slgnsflcanl possllve-nel effecls of grades an

_‘ .However, for’ fh s, major group, personal assessmqgls of college took &n
"'aédlflonal lmporlance. Perceived impersonalifty of college Was

‘;‘f;'and medlClno,,may also be percelved by thelr sfudenls as belng

lmpersonal Hlsf

Qg(,'s.r l‘l'unl“l‘les for men, especlal Iy for conf}nu}ng

’

: ;eslrangemenlls negaflvo eﬁfecl Is what would be axpecfod" For pérce ived

“goffen deslred career lnalnlng and llboral education from college were
~ not. seeklng the hlghesf slafus careers. On the other hand, l969
_orientations +oward becdmlng well~off flnanclally were poslllvely
A'relaled fo presllge of 1969~career cholce. '

Presllge of oarear cholce al enlrance to college conlrlbulad lhe

'largesl fracllon to the total explained varlance (31%) in presllge ‘of

personal assessments of college (l7%).~ o .

ko

. 4

1downward as lhey progress fhroughitolloge,-&hlle the women we have been
~s?udylng adjusf lhelr career asplrallons upward., lnleraclron with ma jor

' presllge aof l969 career choice. conllnued for lhese male history majors.i 

m‘poslflvely related to. oareer asplrallons. This suggesfs that posslbly
'fhose lnsf:lullons yhlch pride lhemselvos on. pre- professlonal_
‘preparaflon of sfudenfs, especially ln hlgh presllge fields such: as Taw

"-fradlllonally been 9 major with broad

\’fhe nagallve effecf on male hlslory majors‘ 1969 career cholcos ls:
surprising. Thls suggesls fhal those sludenfs who fel+ +ha+ they had

19569 caroor cholce. among male hlslory majors.- Nexf In lmporlance was

‘.;collega effscflvenass ln facllllallng the allalmnsnl of personal goals, o

-
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©* REGRESSION RESULTS: FAMILY AND CAMPUS EFFECTS ON CAREER CHOICES |
e OF MALE HISTORY MAJORS (STANDARDIZED PARAMETERS). -
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Tab!e 8 shows fhe results for fama!e poisf!caf sc§Ence Majors;
| Th is is the only group for wham there. Is 2 s!gn:fscanf effecf of" fams!x_
“socio-economxc sfafus on: +ha presfige of ?959 career choxces %hiie
togic wouid suggesf fhaf thSQeffecf shou!d be posifive, +haf it Is
i _negaf&ve Is consisfenf wtfh fhe ‘work of Atexander and Eckiand {1975) who

.sugges+ fha? This find ng is ssmpfy a reftec#ion of ceitsng effecfs,‘

“that is, 3 very !imifed d:s#r:bu#ion of occupafiona aspzrafrons
: ciusferd foward the high end of the s+a+us tadder. Spaefh ((1978) has

‘5.3 a!so drawn a- s:miiar conctusion, and gone further to argue that fhe

probfem of cei!ing eﬁfec#s is made even -worse. when fhe Duncan {1961)
presf:ge $ccres are used.. No sfgnifican+ effecfs appear - for parenfai
ociafizaﬁ}on or for career values_ at enfrance o coilege for female,
| Potifxca! SCiencs majors. | o ' Cie ; '
| There Es §igniftcan1, posr+ive nef effect of prestige ef
co!!ege enfrance career. chofce on subsequenf 1969 career cha!ce ameng

these sfudenfs, a findxng which para!lets previous f}ndingg for all sex

- and major- groups. Also, there is a significant, positive. net effect. of

go!!age setecf:vify which again paraiieis the findings for f%mar in
et o N

each of ‘the four majors. Deparfmenfar environmen+ is unrelafed o these

woman's upper dsvision career choicas. |

[T

"f'ﬁ : Grades again hava a posif!ve effecf on - pre‘fige of 1969 career

al assessmenfs of
colfege, has a- signsficanf, negative net effecf, 3 _inding*fhéf'israiso
cengruenf with previcus!y dfscussed fandsngs. Thé-onfy‘1969'career
value that was signif?can? buf negafive, was wanfing to be wetf~off

fsnanctalty

each btock of variables shows fhaf prestige of cotlege en*rance career
choice confribufes mosf (31%) followed by 1969 career vaiues (17%) amd

cof!ege choice (15%)..‘ _ o
. v ' ‘
The direcfionaf!fy of ihe signs for 1hi§ group is somewha+

anomaious, parf!cutarly for socio-ecenomic status and 3969 orlenfa#fon -

LN

-4y

¥ .

Examintng 1'hﬁ‘-Pf'OPOF‘l‘xon of exp!alned varlance accounfeﬁ for by !ri"rﬁﬁw
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IR ‘rowarci'becuﬁing ietl-—off financial by. - Aside from'ﬁossibi'e ceiling.

8 effecfs cf ﬂ\e maasures, pot iﬂcat scignce may be a major that’ draws
women who are less career orientad than in some ofher fieids._"‘
Pradomfnanﬂy ma!e, political science may be seen as a major where goals -

afher fhan preparing for a hlgh sfafus caraer are, pursued by femaie

«' ‘*':

Tabie 9 confains the resuHs for maie poH’hcaf science majors.

E

of famity background, famHy sociat Izaﬂon, or career values held at

" For fhts group, fhere are. no’ sigmficagf effecfs on career aspiraﬂons" |

enfrance to- coHege. There is fhe cons Istently’ posH‘w,e nef effect of ‘

- career chatce ai‘ eni'rance fo cof fege. For this group, ‘however, col tege'
seiecﬂvﬁy has a negaﬂve effecf cn presfige of 1969 career cho?ce, a
ﬂnding in accard wh‘h ReHz (1975).

o Deparfmenfa! normafive environmenf has no signh‘icanir effec?s on‘ .
. presﬂge of male pol iﬂcaf science ma,jors' 1969 career choices. Grades

’ again shw posihve effecfs.- As was the case for ma!e htsfory majors, - '.

parceiva;} impersonanfy of coHege Is posﬂve!y re!afed to career - -,

aspfraﬂons. The megaﬂve naf effec+ for career esfrangemcnf* Is

ccnsls*renf ‘with fhe fmdings for The ofhar maJors The_rje are no ef_facfs' T

of i969 career vaiues -

R _‘ IR Nﬁh respecf fo fhe reiaﬂve confribuuﬂen of each bfock of .
| variabfes fo the total exptained variance In +he modef, 1'he most

imporfdnf confribufors are presﬂge of college enfrance career choice.A
{355), fottowed by coHege attalnment. (295) and. personaf assessmenfs of'
The college experience {215). ﬁverali however, ‘rhis modai explains
: !ass variance (.127) for male pclcﬂcaf science majors +han for any of
s o £ 'tha ofher major groups sfudied. N ' .
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o e . CHAPTER. 1V~
O o | - : .&s" ‘,-_. c‘ , o ‘ - . e
e 4 SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS =~ " -

1n fhis sfudy« fhe prtmary purpose was o assess the . Josn¢

"effecfs of famiiy background, famity soc:a!izafi&n, é%d experxences at
.f"\; fcol!ege on’ the presfige af career choices offundergraduafes magor:ng in.

L four academxc-deparfmenfs., The: concepfuaisza?son presenfed in the firsf

‘chapfer retied heaviiy on ncf}ons of the impacf% of parenfal

social {zati on ahd the normafive environmen* q( fhe dcademsc deparfmenf

on changes dursng cotiege in undergraduafes' career orﬁenfaficns and

~;preferences.. T N TR 4+
Summary ;o = 3 e  ““

'
B B
) . . P P ' ' . S : . ’ '
. . B . S . . .
i . . . . . o o Lo . . -

| In examining fhe findcngs discussed in the previous chapfer, if
 1,is appareni thaf fhe emphasis an famiiy umpacfs in the concepfual
N . framewark: did npt receive strong supparf. Oniy for female polx?ical
. - ‘science majors was there a s%gniffcanf effecf of famlly soclo-economic
o ';sfafuig and that was negafive.: 0pp¢sife effecfs of being nonwhite LN
' .appearéd” for mavés in Eng#ish tnegafive) and females in mafhamafscs e
,fhe contribufion to total
" exp ained variance by +hese two variab _s exceed 9%, and in mcsf‘ﬁy\

Insfances the confrimeion was !ess'fhan 4% " For parental

:‘(posiflve}. For no major group, however, di

soclatfzaf:on, sxgnif:ca%f negative effecfs cn presfige of 1969 career
‘ ‘choice appeared on. parenfat”supporf for females maJoring iuaEngttsh and
|  -hts+ory._ Agacn, however, these var!ables fended to contribute only 2-4%

" of the total varsance exp!ained. Slmi!ar!y, va!ues heid at ‘enfrance’ fo o
.‘cofiege, while con*rlbuf%ng as much as 13% of Ths\igfa! expiained

| ;ivariance 1h presfige of 1959 Lareer cuoice fmr ma!a”mafhamafics majors,

- tended fe explain oniy 6~ 8% of . fhe fofaf varianc& acrcss all majors. ,‘ i

S ﬁs anf;cipafed fhe singie mosf lmparf&nf predicfor of the

‘ pres*tge of +hese undergraduafes' 1959 caraer choﬁcéé‘was #he presfige




N 4 L -

~

_ efz,fhe career - to which they aspired. at cot ege enfrance. Rough!y 25¢ of
o "i‘he mfai expiainc.d variance in 1969 career choige Was canfribufed by‘f"
.' . +his variabie. I+ is tr}feresﬂng fo nofe Tﬁaf career preference, at !
| coHege enfranée 'fcnds o corrg!afed with paren‘ta! soclo e\conomic
status and“!:fesfyie, bu?%a se carre+31 idgns are modesf. “Hence,, the

- impacts of pareﬂfa! infiuenccs upon cc!!ege students probab]y do no“i‘l

reﬂecf diréct fran.,mission of orienfaﬂons. In-fact, the f ndsngs “for . _
- fh%s sfudy supporf ihe ccnc!usxen drawn by Bengsfon \(19?‘_':* 369) that the . . & o |
h ._: o famHy iszd ... an Emporfanf msdsaﬂ.ng an in. setechng or orienﬂng R
- The chitd to fhe mutﬂpie referqnce groups to which he or she can turn

for vafue developmen'i‘ in a piura! zsf:c society.r - IR

o Hf Bangsfon s observaﬂon ,about +he ro!e of +the fam! !y' in wha'f
R he caHs fsocial !ocaﬂon" is accurafe, fhere is reason to expect fha'f'-
" _ characferisf:cs of +the col fegc Am"fended, especfat ly qual sfgﬂve and "
| normaﬂva as pecfs, cou!d exerf po‘ren‘r social izing lnf/ uences on
‘ A undergraduafes. For females In each of the four maJors, chege qual Hy'
| ‘did, In. fac‘r have a positive. effect on presﬂge of senior career‘
_ choice. A simHar paﬂern -appeared for men majoring in mafhemaﬂc and |
a- his*rory, but col tcge qualh‘y had a negaf ve effec# on +he career chowces
 of poliﬂcas science majors. Jumor cohor? effecﬂ; were oppefs’m n
| sign for males (pos;ﬁve) and fema!es (negaﬂve), suggesﬂng 'H)a‘r The .
fongar fhe s*fudenf is- exposed fo cotiege 'fhe more céreer asp:raﬂons o E

e decreasa for males and increase for femaies. L ‘
' . ‘ . % J' %) i-

L Ce The effecfs of fhe normaﬂve cl! imafes of ac;&dem:c depdrfmem‘s s |

def'e ncf parﬂcﬁar!y sﬂ*tk?ng “In %erms of the significance of spec f!cg'-* B
indicafors.' The only signif;cam effect of depar?meﬁfai norms w‘as ThQ

negative one for sfudenf inberal educaﬂon norms on restige of femate ‘é\

. fe =

s
<

) EngHsh maJors' 1969 caregr’ choices. Sccial ret afionshlps with Q
depar‘tmenfai factu, on fhe m‘her ‘hand, rwgre posi |

'prasﬂge of. senmr career cho:ce for males in’ mafhcma?ics and history,

Ively retafed to

R 2 -and femaies in hisfory. This re!aﬂve ab.,ence of. effe ts for particular ;‘j .

| | _ind cafors of deparfmentai cl imafe aiso was mnfirmad Y- Hearn (1978) ./,.
However, as was also“the case with Hearn (1978: 191N, for one group of, s

. Women: (hisf&y majcrs) mre of the. fcﬁal erplained variance In presﬂge/

“’of 1969 career choice cou!d be expﬁained by fhe deparfmen?al environmen’r ~

b




"*‘(335);Thén by any. other bfoek‘af variables. Furfhermcre, for femate'

Coats St

O
. »
+

. \.

; career presftge was 52§I = v

o fhese fwo variabies confribufed 395 of fhe fofa! explained variance in

a . . ' . i ) . . R . . L]

N S oL - . . BN . ' . ’ : N . T
o ‘ Coa * . | Lo ' P ' ST . ) . L
: . . ) f . i . . -
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blsforyumajors, when the con+rcbuficn of coixege choice was added the

fofal }nsfffufiona! canfrrhufion o the expiained variance in 1969: "

o Of the coL!ege affaxnmenf var:abres, grades wcre a signif&cant-
pos Tive. Snffuence on presfige of 1969 career cholde for atl’
undergraduafes in the study. This s thé expected find;ng,.srnce'

’ movemenf into fhe udvanced sfudy required'for accésé to most high sfafus

prefessionat careers |s dependenf upon gocd aCademfc performance fn

gotfege.‘ Exfra-curricuiar affasnmenf had a negaf%va effect on career

| aspiraficns, excepf for femafe Engiish majors. Taken fogefher, however,

presige of 1969 career choices among femate mafhemaftcs majors._'

Cteardy, in +his major academtc performance has a subsfanfxat effecf on

in Engf«sh and pot:tsca! scﬁence, where these variab!es coniribufeﬁ 29%
‘and 252, respecfive!y, cf fha total exp!ained var%ance In career

..," N . . \_
.aspirations. © . SO e N

. o . + i -
‘- '\ Wt P .

- Of fha personqi assessmenfs of co!lege, the one. thaf was mosf.3

consisfenf}y reia&ed to ¢areer aspirafipns was Qareer esfrangemenf, and -

its effacf was’ negative as would be—expecfed., For ma}es fn hlstory and,;

po!if?cat .science, perceived Smpersanatify of cotlege was pOSifinKYfi-‘.M
fhe fargesf prapor+!an cf exp!alned variance in: career aspsrafions.

maJors, and 21% for ma!e po!ifsca!~sc&enca majors The 1argesf" iE o
- contribution. of fhrs biock Gf variabtea Ta the -explal ned variance Jp ti e,

sy e
~

u;“career as prraf ons appeared fOF femafe Engtlsh maJorc (22%).:V'«3”"

i ¥4plafned varlanca In presf{ge of 1969 cgrc r chorce _PCross. TQe enfLref gg“g

> group. of respondanjs, ex&égf for males In\Engi'

. v

This fln Ing s’ somewhaf 2t odds wifh Merfimer anﬁ torence (1979) whauwv
finﬁ sen}orsvatues of a: samp!e af Univérsify of Michigan ma!e graduafes» il

(."W;ﬁu raiafad £y presfcgg of . 1969 career chatce.. These rwo :groups. alse showedlft

"ﬁ“;f‘affribufabie to personal dssa§smenfs of co!lege - 17% for male hxsfory~7:

Fina!iy, 1969 career vatues accounfed “for 10~ 15% of. 1he iofa!}ﬂfj"

' and polittcal’ science.f ,+?¢:“

“: 1o be frong{y related bofhlfqécareer chn :e*and iafer career values.'f

The Hichfgan s+udenfs were nof cfassified by maJer, hOWBVBF, ap aﬁy:'f

P
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| ,. caréer aspirgtions. af wﬁmen. Sim tar fhndtngs wpre obfa:nad for maiesf;;:l,:~“‘ .
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o 1969 carger aspirafxons. SR S

. - . - ‘
w i - . RN
.

- o

depal‘"‘t'mmfat effacfs on vaiues wouid nof be l‘eftec‘ren‘ in The chhigan'v,“
sfudy. Espec:a“y for women in'the presen'r research being crfenfed ,
’-fcuard beccmmg an’ exper't ina. spema! ftetd had a posmve nef effecf'-.

<.
N L

- Qne o?her observahon is In order here. The mode! developed in

N

‘ f\‘\‘me present research for examining ‘parental and college impacts. on’
| .undergraduafes* career choices confribufad onty modesﬂy fo the

"'exptained variance of career aSp:rahons (ranging from. .127 for mate'

. poiiﬂca! science ma\;ors 'fo L240 for ma!e EngHsh m.aJors and femaie‘

l effet:fs 'on cccupaﬂenaP aﬁamme

| his.fory ma;ors)., However, fhis t in. Hne wi‘?h other s?udms of co!!ege'
n

in parficu!ar Alwan (19/4, 1976)

whose modeis confribufe expiamed varsances of roughiy .2 To o3

LA
E .. .o N . e .
B . : . o : . - . Ceed

T

limpfic_aﬂcns' o o o

L !
L
. wiye
1 i . .\,\‘_,. LT S ey
. i

Confrary 1*0 some of fhe research on- paren?a! socidi ization of" o

consge sfudenh, especiaiiy Wxnch and Wn (19?4), The prasenf .,Tudy

" showed" very {imited persisﬂng inﬂue:\ces of parenfal sociaf iz[n‘ion on

" Lcoking a# the correlaﬂons bafween parenfal er sfyfe ‘and career "

. changes in fhe career orfenfaﬂons and aspl raﬂpns Qf cc{ Fege students.

;orienfaﬁons at col tege en?rance dees affirm 'fhe Hnding., of sfrong

paren-fat infiuences on career orien?aﬂons of adolescenfs in The cross-

| ‘,'cutfurai work of Kandei and Lesser (1972). The fsndfng§ from the

L presen’r research suggesf that parents become iess and less imporfanf
’ "r-.mftuencas en fhe career. orientations of Their offspring as fhey move

JRERN away fram Thef avarafi supervfsion of the f'ami ty and info col Sege. -

.

- - The presen’r sfudy did unear*rh some rafher sfrlking effects of

"cofieges on ‘careef aspirahcns, espec;at ry for female hisfory majors

(52% of fo+a¥ expié?ned variance) -and mafe mafhemaﬂcs majors (304 of

. —4ofal axp%amed variaace}. Thesa Hndings are-at-odds ‘with - sfudies by
T Alwin (19763 and: Bachman, of. al. (1978) whd find very small not effects
‘ A.of <ol i‘eges on carear aﬁammenf NcHher one of. +hese studies. employed
‘ﬂ'fofher fhan schoo%—kevei variabfes En Thefr' assesrmenfs of col lege ,
peffgc\fs. tn Thé preseniL r‘esearch, fhgz co!}cge cffec*rs were aﬁrlbufabie ;'
(primarHy fo coHege se!echvlfy and soctai relaﬂonships wlfh

5o
.
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vdeparfménfai'facuffy With ?es§§c¢ fo'fhe impacts of .coliege |

- se}ecfivify, the sfrong posi?:ve effecj for females: aff rms the, fsndings'_,
. of Bassis (i9?7} and Drew and Asfin (1972). For males, ‘however, -

,seiecfivify has a significanf.nef effecf only for mafhemafics (posifive) -

~and political science <negaf¥ve} maJors. This negaf:ve effecf adds,fae!,

Q to the f:re of fha confrovensy over the eTfecfs of ccilege quatlfy on-

PSR

LLe
.

t

: the confrary for

| F.asptrafions since If Is in accord wTTh fhe f;nd!ngs of. Rei Tz (1975), bu+
-’In cppcsi*icn to the. fsndsngs of Bassis (1977} and Drew and. As#inﬁ'

€1972). - Wnat seens clear in this regard, however, is that. insfsfufional.'
effecfs on career~aspirafuons dc vary by +he undergradﬁafe's academic o
maJor and sex. o | '

-

P

These ffndings abcut‘

.

| 1n addtflon, i+ mighf a!so be Inferred frb
fhe effecfs of. insfifuffona: quatify that the assyrtions about the
imporfanf sfanS*conferr:ng capacxfy of the" ins?Ifuf;onal "char+er“‘
(Meyer, 3970, 19?2, 19?7) are Tndirébfly afiirmed t+hough the - “charfer"-5
Is concasved as being more - a funcfian.af soxiefatly perceived‘

-
- l .

insfifufiona& mission fhan of~$+uéen* selecfivify

.t~

-

have imporfanf fnfiuances on carecr maf?ers of undergraduafas agree.wxfh
ofhex research, nofabiy wii son, o, al. {1975) ~and Hearn £1978),
However, fhe reta+§ve absence of ﬁormaf:ve impacfs of academic
dsparfmenfs Es somewhaf disappoinfing In"view of my earlier fIndings To,j

graduatest’ career valugs (waidman, 19742; 1979). |
Because domg ﬂ*a

lyses by deparfmenf reduces considefabiy the

"Brfafzon in norms for sfudenfs In a gﬁven maJor; §+ sfands fo reason -

that any effects due to this’ resfricfad variaffon of narma?ive clnmafe<,‘-

measures in the same deparfmenfs (but across snsfifu#ions) wou!d “be'

‘imsnimal There Es, of .course, . a fradeéoff here. For thevpresenf

“researcn 1 was primarsty interésted-in tooking at differences by'sex in

‘j‘fufure research fo probe more sys1ema+icaliy +han the dafa at - hand allow

for’ fhe dimensions!.ﬁ discipiinary d:fferences in-the s+ruc+ure,of;;F

%;undergﬁadua*e studies or ofher programmafi: agpects Thaf mighf ref}ecf‘

' mcre accurafery fhe normafive varia#son across academlc deparfmenfs, g

-!t.Is¢sfr§king that' the orientations of fema}g undergradua%es :

The find%ngs fhaf soclat relaftonsh&ps w!fh depapfmeufSS ¥acui+yf“”

impocfs of major depar+men+s 7 CerTainly, D wou!d be d9§}rab!e forwﬁvw;”ﬁ;,;w
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o .- 'toward beccmmg an exper*'t fn a ffetd have a consiﬂenﬂy postﬂve nef
‘i LT effeci' on fhe‘ir careec aspsraﬂons. This suggesTs 'anf those women Who

‘career aspirafsons dcwnward during co! iege. R e

-
L

Confrar‘y to my prevsous findings for deparfmenfal impac:.'rs on

\ ‘ career values whsch suggesfed tThat women are inﬂuenced mcre fhan men. by‘

: .huHcf confidence in fhemsefves durmg coHega, e‘SpaciaHy fhrough' '-
academ’tc rather than extra curricular affainn}snfs,,and develop
- ._eren?aﬂons 'foward career success ‘also Tend 'ro aspxre to high sfafus_ '

"effacf am‘ JUFHGF‘ cohorf on career‘ arpnraﬂons of women In two of these -
‘ _,majors suggesfs that fema‘l‘és tend to ad,jusf H\e?r aslraﬂons upw_ard, :
; uduring co!tege while cerfazn of fheir male coumerpar'fs fend fo adjusf '

BT sotlal refaﬂen hips with deparfmem‘af faculty, the presenf sf&shows
on

' \ vfrfuafiy no sex d?ffemnces on:this dimensmn in Hs impacf areer

\\asgnraﬂons. Inshfuﬂonai characferisﬂcs appear Yo' have even a bH |

o more Empor'i‘an'f influence fer women (espccfatty h;sfor% majors) Than for

men in. 'fhe four deparfmen'is inctuded in. fhe prc.sen'!‘ research These-"
‘Hndmgs underscore the Empbr*rance of col fege and major cho;ce in #he

cat‘eer doveiopmenf prccess. X :"-,

q Mso of Infaresf is The Hnding Tha? whHe 1he effec?s of social

negaw‘ ve. 'Apparenﬂy, those \mmen wha emphasize refaﬂanships with

: fend to be posiﬂve, ‘fhe effec:?s of peer nor‘ms for wamen in Engk ish aret'_

.« peers and exfra-curricu!ar aﬁa}nmenf tend fo astre to fowar presfjge-.'

'occupafsons fhan +hetr ccumerparfs who mphasize relaﬂpnshrps wH‘h
‘ deparfma, fal facuify and curricular aﬁainmen*fS.

. oo S LR
c ) ) X E . . - RS ).
) i . . P

The e effecfs on women's career asp!raﬂons musf however, be'f.\‘

. in occupaﬂonal expecfaﬂcns, reaped tesser rei‘urns in accupaﬂonal

, in?erpréfed cam‘sous!y ssré;e ‘women tend. to bo less chly than. men to. ber_'
T able u!ﬂmafew to fulfill their ‘aspirations... Accordmg +o Spacth |

-

;.'sfafus ﬁram mvesﬁnenfs in ddvancad educaﬂon, and were Iess er!y fo’.

fei ;.,;.  © real sze Therr ocxmpaﬂoﬁai expec:'faﬂons.?f

in sum, the . presenf research dcmonsfrafes The Imporfdnce of' -
o iooking at various subunﬁs in co!iegc ‘an»d assess sing the etfects of -

) . e . o o L FRERS, P RS 3 o

i
LN

~

DY

- careers. 1t is. In‘rereshng fo hote in +his regard that. fhe negaﬂveﬂ -

‘ ‘1977‘ “295): e compared with men,, wcmen showeq greafer fnsfab Ty



| f- needad wwich uoaiﬁ\inc!ude ma jors tn some of fhe currenfly more 90puidr

""" cohorts of ‘col Jege sfudenfs.' ‘While +he. fig ings presented here’
”cerfainty do pot answer- aft fhe quesfion& thatﬁn?gh? be asked about ' . SR

<

those subunifs on sfudenfs of bofh sexes separafeiy 1t shou!d'be.
remembered, however, ?haf fhe present sfudy is resfricfed to

'.ﬂundergraduates majoring In onty four tradifscna! tibcrai ar+s

demmﬂmenfs.‘!n ordar fa gain a more comp[e?e undersfanding of the L.

- undergr iuafe career sociatizafian proccss, addtf:onat research is .

'fietds (especiai!y busaness and relafed fsetds) and more confemporary

-

;impacfs of the academlc major on. career aspvra?kons of underg:aduafes,, o _“A  ~§

[

'fhey do carry fhe research qn_ hns Tapic a-step. farfher. S .'- RN v

¢ - ' . ' o o -,

Resaarch is afways Ihﬂﬁed by fhe s%!ecf}on of variab!es, the -

mefhodofcgy emptoyed. and fhe nafure of- the, eviﬁence used to. fesf the

, re!afianshaps posifed amang Those variabtes.' An imporfanf shorfcoming
5of This. s+udy was +he small case base for the ccmpufaf;on of'

' :Q deparfmenfa! norms for underg#adu%fes-majors.. Sociomefric data on a

}deparfmenfa? faculfy and peers {Hearn, 1978; Lacy, 1978).,

~broader ranga,cf both normafive and inferacfionai var4abies wouid be:

desirable for a; more rigorcus fesf of the coneepfuai pos:fion put
forward in this sfudy, especiaf!y«since fhaT would enable the- direct,-_'
rafher %han&inferred Tinking of speciffc nQrm senders wlfh.'

" socia!izafion oufcomes Toinc addition, it waufd aliow fhe dlrec+
‘ specificafton Of an imporfant def&rminanf of socialfzing impacfs, 1he? e

confan+ of and sen*imenf exchanged in social inferacf?cn wifh v

b mqgf also be remembered that this" study of undergraduafe

. career deveropmenf deaif only with occupaf?onat sfafus aspirafions

Ihera are other, non- ver#fcat dtmens!ons of occupa#icns such as.j
employment seffing (a. g., pub!ic agency, ccrporaflon, independenf

‘7prac+§ce. and smal | businesshwor Type of ac#ivifies (e.g., worklng w;fh

 and hisfory majors simpty rcflecfs parcntal’ emphages on such non-

béople, Tdeas, da?a, or Things) fhaf are atso impar+an# d:mCﬁfionb 0§,,1 , g~¥w7‘

o occupafional af*ainmenf (Morfimer and Lorcnce, 1979) Cerfalnly, for
~ the presenf research i+.coutd be argued that +he negative net effect of
, parenfat suppor+ on *he career prssfige aspfrafions of, femalc English: |

verfica}ld!mQRCionJ of eccupa#rons as persénal . fu!fﬁllmenf and the

-

&



-

‘I_Afsetecﬂon of careers ?haf are mosf appropr!a'fe for: fhe personaf
‘--ln'teresfs and ab:tlﬂes of These women, regardlcss of the' career's
sfatus. o 5 o (' _,, ' ‘ o B

“The forego!ng _,uggesfs +’ha1' future research shoutd be designed

fc !ncorpcrdfe esﬂma*es of paremat and campus Inf%uencc.s on both C
Co verhcai and non-—verhcal dlmensions of caree:s, espaciaHy since 1T
.;.appears that: normaﬂve confexfs at coHege seem t0o affecf"

' undergraduafas' values much more . fhan their career status aSpirahons.

. @ther studies mighf buud on this one by focusing on single instltutions

‘ 'w%ere defaﬂed socicmefr:c dafa cou!d bo obtained to. supptemém‘ the data

,frcm survey insfrumanf ’ and by pay!ng c!oser aﬁenhon o non- ver*ﬂca!,'_'

~gime sions of careers. Syn‘rhes:zing resul‘rs from severat su@ small

sfu ies could he!p to’ exgand and ciarify +he inferpreu’aﬂons of

undergraduafe career cie».r‘;-:eiopmemL set for‘rh in fhe presenf sfudy.
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AL Of fhe scaies usad in fhe da‘ta analys?s were der?wd by .

a us!ng ‘the Theoreﬂcai mafhad of scahe deve%opmem‘ cuﬂ hed by Hase and-'f‘-- |
_ Go!dberg (1957}._ As 'i'he da;i“a anatysis fursned out, 'rhe besf sca!e, ‘\
. Indicm‘ars résuHed from eifher Guffman (1950) scatogram analysfs or',;:
principal cmpaner\f facfcr anatys;s. See Rummef, 1970 and S'ﬂnchcombe,

197} for ckiscussions and - enferpmfaﬂons of . Thns !Qﬁer procedure. , The - .

chowmg i§; abrief des ripﬂon of each snd?cafor used in fhe da%d:' '

SES, fami!y socio onqnic sfafus, was a fac*ror scaie. The four‘}.‘

e ana!yst... "

Hams used fo consfruc# 'fhis scale, th thedr fac‘ror joaﬁ ngs inj
ﬁ paren'thesas, were. Duncan HQSH presﬂgc score Qf fafher's c:,c:cumﬁscnrj
- ©0.780); fatherfs edication (.864)3 mother's education (.774); and family
Sncome ( *;75},, '!hore were s%x cafegor"&es for Pdf‘en'f'S' educaﬂon,’ |
ranging from. "grmmar schoo! or fess“ to “pesfgraduafc degree-" and nlne
cafegor:es of famﬂy ¥ncoma, rang?ng from "less than 4000" fo 30, 000 or
(; ‘ more."_ S:nce +he number of response ca*fagcries varied from Hem 'fo
| | Hem, ‘fha facfcr ‘weighted response for each I1tem was divsdcd by t+he
| , numbar cf response c&egories for fha* item ang then +hese adjusted
5' Ao weigh'fed H“em scores were summed to otu‘ain 'the scale score -for SES

S a NONWH&TE was a dummy variab!e with 8 score of O assigned for'
3 :“" . fhose gfuden?s who Indicated. "Wh;fe/Cauca.;ian" as their race. Al ofher
B \respcnses wére givep a.scoré of 1 TR M B

"' PARSUPRT, ~,ugkpor'i*hre cth rearing by paranf S» was- a, Guﬁmé N
< scale with-a .95.cosfficlent of reproducibility {Guﬁ"man, 1950) and a

. : N :

for the set of Items used To consirucf +h§s scale were- "The foi lowing
| | are descripﬂon., cf how sqme parenfs raise +halr cthren Mark the o
L : response which besf descr:bes your mo'fher and fafher as They were mosf

- *__;-...1__._ ____Qf ycm;j ife. up fo.the ’rimc yeuwgraduamd from. high sc hool N Responsa,;.;

OPﬁons were:. 3. ’J ry frue; 2. Somewhat frue- and t. Nof true ot aH
The. respcnses for each Hem were averaged to gef a. score for bofh
'f»-:‘_'(.par‘em% on eac;h Ttem. Scatogram ana{ysis was then performed on ’rhe:e"_«
E aver'age_"parenfél s..co'r:fes. A -score of .one was assigncd as foltaws for .
“ ea,c‘_h of the four parenfal average Hem scores compr ls?ng Hhis scale.‘

ST

\ . s C, . L . L. . . -
~

. .79~M_isnienirmaf scai.ah_i_ui\,e Jl&ienze.l.,_iMe_J ns.tx:uct I.ons“glmeng e L



' {_;,_‘;“They made me fee{. 1. coutd Tatk w\fh +hem abouf evg;yfhlng“ {average
i response of 3, ) i.e.y requnscs cf "Very frue“ for bofn paren'{‘s), “They
;comforteg and hetped me: when 4. had froubies" {average response of 3);
"Nhen they wanfed me- +o do samsfmng. they expgained why'. (average \
= response at feasf 2); _and "yt 1 had some kind of prob em, N could ccmn*lr
‘;.\-'_-'on them -tf,: halp" (avéae resnon{se at teasf 2)6 e T ’f;;

I .
‘.4

| PARACHOR, parenfat stress on cth‘s achxcvemenf was at.,o a
. .'.Guﬁman scaie (Reprodpc;binfy- 91, Sca!absnfy- 74) consfruc#ed in the a .
'same way as PARSUPRT Qne pmmL was ass%gnad as fotlows for’ each of Fhe: " -
fhree parenfa! average :“tem scm es comprtsing +his sca!e "They kepf “
";“_affer me +o do beﬁer fhan ofher chttdren" (average rasponse a+ !eas*r ‘. | |
S ;;;" ‘: 'cf 3) _and "Tney kep+ affex: me to do waH in school" (average response B _'. |
. y :; a‘f masﬁ 2} s . S x o C T

‘ 2‘} “They kep'f pushing me 'ro dq my best in everyfhmg" gaverage response

| PARSTYLE pargnfak er sfyle, was a fac:for sca!e ot fwe :Tems . .
' "'wH“h 'i‘he insfrucﬂons, " m genera#, ! woujd charac#erize my paronfs ‘
‘as- " and response opﬁons of Y. Not a+ aH 2.~ Scmewhaf- and 3. Yery .
",much so. Items , with their facfor welghi‘s :n pa*renfhese.m were.
- "ln*l'eres‘red in in'teHeqfuaS pursuifs“( 834); "interasted im. cuHurai
S pursuH*‘“( 819)~ “Reiagfpus"\( \153)* "tnﬁ,resfed in pofiﬂcs"( 645),Land
: "F:nanc?a!iy cmfarfab{e"h%?). o o R

('\-‘ .

S FHELPO}'H HELPGYH FXPRTFLD XPRTFLD, FWELLOFF, and WELLOFF are
Ingte-ifem snd cators of occupaﬂona! values +hat appearad on bofh The _
freshman and 1969 queshpnnaires. tnsfrucﬂons for these ltems were:

‘ “!ndica*re th Importanca to you personai !y of each of the fo! towing »! R
Mand resprSe ophons wera 1. No*l' imporw‘an* 2#. Somewhaf fmporfanf
3, Very impor?an'i- and 4. Essem‘iai The Hem were, respecﬂvely
"“Ha!ping ofhers who are in d:fficuf'fyp" "Becoming an authority on a

special ‘subject i my subjecf He!d-\“ and. “Being ve::y wcH—off

—_— ---".f{nanclally Mo e

| PFJBCRER was fhe Duncan (1961) presﬂge scaore- of the fre hman -
| 6ct:upuﬂonai- choice. JDBCRE:R the dependen? variable used n the data
'-Vanafysis, was the Dincan pres ﬂge score. of 1he 1669 occupaﬂona! cholcc.
fBecausz, The cafegories of occupaf:ons rncfuded in.the freshman and’ 1969
: _quesﬂonnaires were nc:dL exacﬂy the sme, The freshman cafegorie : were '

. \




N e - . U .
TN e - = T : e e .
- . _\‘,g, X . \ . -

_ "'-.‘.recoded to’ conform fo +he $969 cafegor:es before presﬂge scores were
asslgned.A SR

. COLQ&AL fhe ACE coHege selecﬂvxfy index, Was based on
) "Nafionai Meri* Scholar Sesec+ivzty" from Astin (!965). Scores .on this,

)

indax range from t (Lowy To 7 (Hsgh} o T ,; R S S
: . N JUN!OR was. a dummy \fartable W fh a score of L assfgned fo ati-
$ - respondenfs whc enfared ccHege in the faH of, 15}57, <and a zero asﬁ,;gmd

\

To aH responden*fs who enferecﬁ coHege in fhe faH of 1966. S

\

PEERNORM and FACNDRM The indicawrs used for bofh deparmenfai | i“...g.:_
g fdcu”" and Sf“dem Hberat eﬁucaﬂon norms was hased on as ngle Hem R
appearing In both i“ha factu and unéergraduafe surveys condu‘!fcd in L oo

LY
e
o
iran

%969' “Undergradua?e educaﬂon in America woutd be mproved K fhere :

iegs emphasis on specia: ized frain ng and more on\broad Hberat

| educa? an." JScomsss for individua!s cou!d range from one (“sfrcngly
o dcsagree") 1'0 four ("s?rong!y agree"}.‘ Each P«espondeni* was assigncd the
L average score for his deparfmenf on both of These va\‘fi ab Les. . |

_ PEERTSES, primary social refaﬂ;}‘s]ﬁps with coHege peers in fhe )
‘seme major as the reapondenf was a Guﬁ'man scate (Reprcducibil x+y~ 91,

5 .

Scalabihfy—.ﬁ&) wﬁh ona poin*r assfgned as. fot tows to. each of three: o
Hems- “Of yaur ciose friends, wha+ proporﬂon are \:dents a‘*l' ygur_ ‘;_f“_
coHege?" ("A‘H")- "o your c!ose friends aw‘ your co! 'ge onl'y,' what
i proporﬂon ar\e Hving In the same bquzng as you?“ ("Mosf“ and BALITMY;
_(i “and "Of your c?ose fn}ends at- your colfege onl Y wha‘r pro;?erfxon are’in ‘ o
S your' major fierd?! ("A fow," "Most," and MAII™. O

« e ‘_FAQ'E'&ES, primary saciaf refaﬂonshipg th faculfy tn fhe maJor
o fletd, was a Guttman.scalé {Reprnducibtli¢ya~8J, Scalabliifyaﬁaﬁ) wlfn.a.-;HJ_dJ-~~*w
score of oné assignecj o every 7N response 1“0 each of\ four H”ems th '
tho s-t'ub s fhere any profes sor in. ygmr maJor field ay col lege wifh

urham you:s" “Ever talk abou‘f personat maﬁers-" Hoften discuss other

e ——

_ topics of tn?etlecfua! Enferesi ;" "0ffon discuss fopics In hIs He!d P
- and "M engage “’1 soclat cenversaﬂon." -

o ‘ GPA was. the self—-reporfed !969 cumufcn ive grade pcﬂmL avarage of
R each ra.,pondenf Cai‘egorles were scored from ong ("C-‘or below") to

. ,{ eighf (“A or A+") A
£ . o R ,7") '

L - CoL . ~
. . . .

i e o i 65




. f COUNVL\’, Envolvemen*f in the format éb& iege ex#ra-curriculum,

pc%nf assigned for The fo!lowing respcnses to egach of four Hems. "How .
offen, on an. dverage, ‘do ycu*" "Parhcipafa in sfudanf governmenf*"

L A{"Once or fwgce a, week" and "Neariy every“day"), and -""Aftend a meeﬂng
] ¢ of some co! lege organizaﬂon" (YA few ‘Hmes a mom‘h W “Once cr fwice a
L nreek " and “Nearly every day“) and ”h’hfch of the fc{!owing exper:ances
apphes to you smce enfering coHege (Mark all ‘that apply. ) :n “Worked

, in a ccHege pc!sﬂcat Caﬂmaign" (uyesn), and "Vo'fed 3n a s*l‘uden#*
i : eie(}’i‘mn“ (“Yes“) e 2 iy ¥

“ COL!MPER percewed impersonau'ry of cg:He:ge, was a Guﬁman N

scate (Reprodac:biiify— 837 ‘Scatability=. sn with-a score af one
"Ansuer aach of the foHowing as you fh?nk 1t appi fes ‘to ybu"? e feH-

‘nmbers En a book' ;Y and "Afmeﬂcs ars overemphasized "

(Reproducibitﬁyc .94 ScaiabsH#y—.SS) th ‘a score. of one assigncd for
' responses of "Agree wi?h rescrvaﬂons" cr "Sfrongly agree" to 1 _cannot-.
e lmagme beihg happy ln any of the careers avasla‘tﬂe to me"' and

i
T e® . o

sthu# a speciﬂc career En mind [ _‘ - . /-_.

COLSAT%S saﬂsfacﬂqn th coHege, is a facior scale of Hems

uHh the stub, "How: safﬁfied are ym' wH'h the fol fowing at your
coHege?" Résponse options were: 1. Very dsssaﬂsfsed, 2. Dissa’risﬂed,
ot 1 "m+-heir facfor we:ghfs In parenfheses were: "The college S. academic
n repui'aﬂon“ ( 64.9); "The. Infel lectual env%ronmenf" (.761); "Facut'ry/
student retaﬂons" ( 678’)- "The, quatHy of classroom’ insfr‘uc’rion"
(L7250 "The va@'ie'fy of courses | can take" (.609); "Friendshl ps wWith
ofher sfudenfs-" (..365)- and "The admlnisfraﬂon" (.628). ~

v ‘ P

' EFFECTEV, perceiveci effecﬂveneas of ﬂm ccilego in facil :faﬂng

'tha aﬁainmen’r of perscnal goals, -was based on a simpte sum of rcaponses
“to four Hems. These i fems were facfor‘ané\yzcd:and the .loadings werc
vlrfua”y Sdenﬂcat Respondents were asked fo Indicate on a a ‘1'Ahfee‘-

ST 66 . %

) . ' ~ .
‘.3

was a ) Guttman scale (Reproducibnwy=.9t- Scalabllity=.62) with one =

K

assigned 1‘0 a respcnse of “Yer" cn each df ?ht‘ee Hems wi'fh fhe sfub, :

I

"Prcbahfy“ or “DeHnHely" to "Never have a career ‘at .ali" and "Graduai‘e -

* "f”‘ 'iasf’ when 1 firs'f came 1‘0 fhe campu 3 “Mos? sfuden'fs are ?reaied like | S F”

PR
L e

3. .‘.‘>a'$*tsﬁeed£ and 4. very Saﬂsfted. __items Included’ ip&p scale. u.aH‘h~ R



K _ POIn? response opf!on scale how impor?anf a parficﬁfér goal was fo fhem
'{f o and +hen how much of each fhcy had recef@ed from fheir co!fegc. The ftwo

P goa!s cqmpris:ng Thss combined Impqrfanca and- receipf from cotnge'scale
« *,f;;;gigg__were= “A defaited grasp of 8 specia! field," and “A*wa!!—

ounded genara!
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